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Executive Summary

Purpose

The present project was undertaken at the request of theQResearch Directorate of
the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMi) evaluatethe Framework
for Cross# O1 OOOAT #1101 DPAOAT AAh O&OAI[T Awak @ifelope&dy OA A £OA
aculture resource group organized by the Defense Language Office of the U.S. Department
of Defense. The goalof the projectwere to (1) assess the content of the Framework?)
determine if its competency set is supported bgmpirical literature, (3) make
recommendations for changego the Framework if warranted, and (4) suggesfuture
directions for research on crosscultural competency (3C) in the U.S. militaryThe
Framework was viewedin this project as a competency model and the extant issues
involving competency modeling were discussed with respect to the Framework.

Procedure

The Framework was evaluatedn three ways. First, its content, comprised of a
hierarchically organized set of competencied 1 A A OAO 1T £ AT OAAAARAT O OA
was canpared to four theoretical and empirical statements of competenciethought to be
important for effective performance in novel cultural contexts The Framework
competencies and enablers were decomposed into singieeaning, narrowly defined
OA1 Al AT HB@@posEl Sécord, existing research support for the Framework
competendes and enablers was assessetihe elements were mapped to constructs that
have been studied in the expatriate adjustment and sojourner literature, and instruments
that purport to measure these constructs were identifiedn a literature search

A wide-scale search for existing instruments was conducted with which to evaluate
the Framework. 33 instruments were locatedThe validity of each othe instruments was
evaluated for suitablity in the Framework evaluation by determining its ability to predict
adjustment or performance variables. Nine of the most commonly used instruments in 3C
research were critiqued in depth for their usefulness in 3C research and applications.

Instruments that were deemed valid and for which evidence of predictive or
concurrent validity based onperformance or adjustment criteriawere available were used
to evaluate the research support for each element. Third, the relative value of retaining the
competencymodel style of the Framework versus creating a causal model of militagross-
cultural performance wasdiscussed

Findings

The content of the Framework was found to be generally good with respect to the
four military models chosen for comparison as well ato several civilian models. Two
competencies were found to bdess well supported

1 Communication: Employs human and material resources

1 Cultural adaptability: Adjust, or integrate cultural differences
according to operational demands.



Seven enablerswere either moderately or poorly supported in thisanalysis.
Moderately supported enablers included:

1 Tolerance of ambiguity
1 Inclusiveness
1 Learning through Observationz Sensemaking motivation

Poorly supported enablers included:

1 Stress Resiliencg Avoid sress-induced perspectives that
oversimplify culture

Stress Resilienceg Acts as a calming influence

Self Identity - Demonstrates ability to maintain personal values
independent of situational factors

1 Optimism

1
il

Most of the enablers in this set are supported in the civilian literature, but nanh the
military sources that we employed Dependencies among several sets of competency and
enabler elements were identified indicating that they could best be understoodn causal
models that included enabler antecedents, enabler elements, and competency elements.
Two competencies were suggested by the military sources that do not appear in the
&OAT AxT OEh 1 AT COACA OEEI 10 AT A OAEGNPEAOOOA i
including language skills in the Framework are discussed. An additional enabler, family
adjustment, was proposed based on findings in the civilian literature.

Mapping of Framework elements to constructs revealed a neisomorphic set of
relationships such that oneto-many, manyto-one, and null correspondences were
discovered These mapping complexities areonsistent with the recognizeddifferences
between a competency model and the traditional variableentered emgprical literature in
this field. Using instruments deemed to be validas indirect evidence for empirical support
for Framework elements,mixed support was found for the FrameworkThe extent of
research support for each element was discussed in deteeveral competency and enabler
elementscould not be supported by empirical findings, bugreater support for the
Framework would be forthcoming if adequate instrumentation were developed

In-depth examination of the instruments available for assessing 3C competencies
and enablers revealed a séous paucity of good instruments. Instruments commonly put
forth as available to 3C researchers proved to be inadequate or of little use; and several of
the most highly visible instruments were found to have serious shortcomings.

Recommendations
The following recommendations were made:

(1) the competency and enhbler elements of the Framework should be integrate in
one or more causal models, and associated explicitly with existing measurable constructs
when possible, to facilitate research as well as tofiorm training;

(2) valid, behaviorally-anchored assessment methods need to be developed to
assess the competencies to support research and training outcome studies;



(3) competencies need to be considered within rank, MOS, and mission edales to
be usetil for training and selection purposes;

(4) theory and research needs to be directed at understanding crossultural
competency in the military at higher levels of analysis, for example, at the level of units.
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l. Introduction

Scope ofProject

This documentreports the first of two examinations of the Defense Language Office
(DLO) Framework for CrossCultural Competene, referred to asO & OAT Ax1T OE6 EAOAA/
this first report, the validity of the Framework is examined; in the second report, measures
that can be used to assess Framework constructs are evaluated. These technical reports
were prepared as components of a more comprehens\set of research and evaluation
efforts contracted with the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI) on
cross-cultural competency (3C).

Relationship toPublished iterature in the Area

Our analysis of the Framework builds upon considerablprevious work on 3C. Two
literatures have developed in this area, a civilian literaturdroadly focusedon sojourner
adjustment and performance and a newer, smaller military literature focused on 3C in
military training and operations. The civilian literature dates to the 1960s (Thomas &
Fitzsimmons, 2008) with the advent of the Peace Corps ameas primarily concerned with
overseas student adjustment through the 1980s (Church, 128. Beginning in the 1980s, a
body of theory and researchemerged froml/O Psychology and Business schools on the
adjustment and performance of overseas wordrs orO A @b A O Black Méndemhalj, &
Oddou, 1991) Thisexpatriate literature has been most influential in the nascent military
3C literature, which began in earnest in tB 2000s. The paucity of empirical 3C research in
military populations, discussed in a later section, has led to a depdence on civilian
research

The present report builds on the work of the DLO culture resource group but set
out to provide an outside, independent perspective. Such an outsider analysis is crucial
given that most of the work in this area is communicated through formal technical reports
and informal contactwith in a community of social scientists working on miliary projects.
Little of the research has beempublished in peer reviewed journals, so it has not had the
opportunity for feedback from the large number of behavioral scientists who are working
in this field.

Il. Defining the Framework

Origins and Evoludn of the Framework

The Framework was developed irseveralstages beginning ir2008 using a Delpht
like strategy. In a Delphi strategy, a decision is made by drawing on the collective expertise
of a body of expertan a structured group exerciseln 2008, the Department of Defense
(DoD) recognizedthe need to improve crosscultural competence for military personnel
and civilians. Therefore, theDefense Regional and Cultural Capabilities Assessment



Working Group (RACCA WG) was formedharged with establishinga common

OAOI ETTITcCcU &£ O OEAAT OEAERUET ch AAOGAIT T PET Ch |1 AA
AADAAEI EOEAOGCG j-As$T T AT Ah - A' OE OATreeeRAEGAOOT T h 3
subgroups were formed to produce standardized definitions and termsfaeference, a

cross-cultural developmental and assessment model, araprofessional development and

assessment model for regional and cultural specialists throughout DoDhe RACCA

findings and recommendationsproduced a set of 40 general crossultural learning

statements consisting of knowledge, skills, and personal characteristi¢also called@ore

competencie® dinit®ns and descriptions of these statementsvere also included, as

well as a preliminarylist of potential assessment tools.

The subject matter experts (SMEs) who took part in this exercise were, for the most
part, psychologistswho were ableto interact with military personnel who had seen front
line combat in the 2000sera war zones, mainly in the Midle East.Some systematic
research based on the experiences of deployed personnel had been conducted and
published by the time of the RACCA Delphi exercissd this research waautilized at that
stage and in the development of the preliminary Framework

In the second stage, a group of culture experts reduced the RACCA competencies to a
smaller number and drew a distinction between antecedent variables, which were termed
OAT AAT AOOh 6 A(ocknstan, PaBisAMEBdy,SEvAr€) & Hughes, 2016hngon et
al. (2010) describein detail the process by which the competencies were identified-he
distinction between enablers and competencies is discussed in a later sectidine Johnston
et al.(2010) conceptualization of 3C in the military is the first ersion of the Framework
toward which our work is directed. Johnston et alattempted to utilize a learning
developmental framework (Andersonet al, 2001) to indicate specific competencies at six
levels of proficiency.

The third stage, which is ongoinginvolves refining these listsand expressing them
as learning goals within developmental modelsThe Johnsbn et al.(2010) document was
revised in 2011 and the Framework wassubsequently revised again in a series of
communications among the DLO culture gup in March, 2011.

The Framework as a Competency ModeliAgproach

The Frameworkcan be viewed as competency modelingexercise(Shippmann et
al., 2000) in whichcore competencieare identified in a hierarchical categorization systent
In this system,general competencies suicha®A 01 OOO0AT DPAOOPAAOEOA OAEE
categories encompassing more specific competencies that are defined behavioraiity,
example, ODAAOOOAT AO Ei x 1T1TA80 1T x1 ¢CcOi Ob BG OEAxAA
Competency ptential dimensions (Bartram, 2005) arealsoidentified, termed enablasin
the Framework. Competency potential dimensions, however, a@ganizedsimilarly to
competencies, i.e., in a two levdlierarchical category systemand, at the lower level, as
behaviors.For example,

1 Although the Framework appears to follow a competency modeling strategy, we have no direct
evidence that it was created explicitly with this strategy in mind.



Cognitive Bias Resilienge
Tolerance of ambiguity

Manages uncertainty in new and complex situations where there is not
y SOSaal Niwdy# interprét bhthgs K G Q

Competency potentias are not mapped tocompetencies although some implicit
relationships can be observed, for example,

EnablerSocial Interactiomg
Social fledility ¢
LA FofS G2 Y2RAFTEe ARSI & | ywaysobdgimgdi 2 NE>S X (2
things
maps to
CompetencyCultural Adaptability

Minimize/maximize, adjust, or integrate cultural differences according to operational
demands

The Framework utilizes a competency modeling stylan both its competency and
enabler sections However, competencyotentials (enablers) refer to personality traits,
such as the Big Five, and to cognitive abilities, including general intelligence. Performance
in and adaptation to novel cultural contexts have been studied at great length in relation to
personality and cognitive styleand to a lesser extentn relation to cognitive ability. Some
Framework enablers correspond to dispositional qualities that have been studied in this
prior literature (e.g., tolerance of ambiguity)but at the behavioral competency levethis
mapping of enablesto previously researdhed variables is sometimes more difficult to
perform confidently. Problems with this mapping are discussed in more detail in a later
section.Some enablers might be thought of as predictive or causal of other enablers, and
some are consequent to broader psonality traits or cognitive styles. We present some
structural models of these relationships below.

The RACCA and Framework efforts also involved developing learning objectives that
map onto higher or lower level competencies. Competency modeling, perhaps to a greater
extent than job analysis, is used for developmental purposes since it is usually morstdl
from specific structural aspects of jobs. Along these lineShippmanet al. (2000) concluded
OE Aoban@lyE O I AU AA OET OCEO T &£/ AO DPOEI AOEI U 111 EE
AT T DAOGAT AU TTAATETC &£ AOOAO 11 OborkisT OET x6 1T AE
AAAT I DIl EOEAAS j P8 xpoQds

The Framework as a competency model may be subject to some of the unresolved
problems in competency modelingn general, unfortunately. Although competency
modeling is highly popular in human resource management, it sufferfrom a great deal of
ambiguity concerning its core construct competency? as well as how it differs from
traditional job analysis (Shippmanet al., 2000) Morgeson, DelaneyKlinger, Mayfield,
Ferrara, & Campiorj ¢ mmt q OOAOAh ODAOE Ad@s ifivbives dctdallyOE A 1 T ¢
AAZEZET ET ¢ A Al i DbAOAT AUd P8 o¢oxoQqs8 &I O A@Ai Bl An
(knowledge, skill, ability, other), or are KSAOs antecedent to competencies? If the latter,



what is antecedent to KS®s? In our discussion of the vadity of the Framework, problems

involving the causal ordering of enablers and competencies appear repeatedly, as well as

guestions about the distinctions between enablers and competencies, and between

enablers and their own antecedent variablesAttempts to resolve some of these problems

have been carried out by a welknown SIOP (Society for I/O Psychology) task force chaule

by Jeffery Shippman (Shippmaset al., 2000) and a comprehensive metanalysis of

competency potential and competencies (Bartram, 2Ib). As Van de Vijver & Leung note,

O0)O0 AT OI A AA AOCOAA OEAO ET OAOAOI OOOAIT ATI D
I 1

1T xEAAT U OEAOAA AAELZET EQOEITO 1T £ AOOAEAT Al

Specifying the correct number of competenciesral their organization poses a
problem for competency modeling that is also present in the FrameworlEor any given job,
how many competencies can be identified? How many can peactically usedin
assessment ratings or in assessment center activities? Agtnumber of identified
competencieshasincreased, researchers and practitioners have turned to the development
of competency taxonomies. Bartran{2005), for example, identified eight higherorder
competencies for managers (the Great Eight) by distilling set of 20 competency
dimensions that were based on 112 behavioralkgdefined competenciesKolk, Born andvan
der Flier (2004) proposed 21 competencies organized in three higher order dimensions,
Feeling, Powerand Thinking, that correspond to the earlyaffect-behavior-cognition (ABQ
AiTAADOOAI EUAOET DEOEADEA] ABID) NS QdieEredA B O
summary competency categories have been developed, competency sets for supposedly
different occupations have converged. Of interest tosjwhen Framework competencies
and enablers are considered togetherhe Kolk et al.(2004) set of 21 competenciegppears
to correspondto the Framework, albeit notin military terms.

ot o
> O

Current Framework model

The Framework is a work in progress, but our angsis is a response to the March
2011 revision. Some new empirical research based on the experiences of deployed
personnel has appearedd.g.,McCloskeyGrandjean, Behymer, & Ros2010) that can guide
the ongoing development of the Framework, and a new Delplgenerated
conceptualization of 3C in themilitary (Caliguiri , Noe, Nolan, Ryan& Drasgow, 2011) has
been disseminated that can be used to refine tHeramework. These new resources are
employed inthe present analysis of the Framework.

Nomenclature

For ease of communication, we will use the followingomenclatureto refer to the
& OAT Ax 1 OErrs) wdistihguisiBbetweenenablersand competenciesas the DLO
culture group has doneThe March2011 revision includes five competencies and seven
enablers.However, subsequent discussions within the DLO culture group have clouded the
definition of O AT | B Ad&TRelodglnal competencieg A 8 C 8 h -geetabdor@épts And
ET T x1 Awer@ Adiir@d by sets of behavies and skills (e.g.! ANOEOAO AbiA ADPDI E/
most recently (March 2011 revision), these definitional or illustrative items are themselves
considered competenciesHowever, examination of the competency descriptions reveals
that they usually include more than one distinguishable competencyBartram (2005)

proposed that competencies could be considered aggregates of winttermed



OAT I PiI 1T AT 0086 4EAOGA AT ipiT AT OO OAAT AA OEI OCE
aggregated together to prodge competenciesSets of competencies, in turn, form

competency model® | D8 p Bragnevdek cotnpefency descriptions, wherparsed

into relatively single-meaningsegments, correspond to components in this usage. In order

to analyze the Framework using the existing 3C literature, we wked at the level of

components that representunitary constructs potentially found in the 3C literature.We

refer to these lowestlevel FrameworkcomponentsaselementsFigure 1 shows the

hierarchical structure of the Framework thus construed.



Content Source 1 Framework Constructs Measures

Competency 1

| |
| Competency 1 | ( pra Competency element 1.1 I ) | Personality Construct 1 I_ ) | Instrument/Subscale 1 |
| Competency 2 | AT Competency element 1.2 I > | Personality Construct 2 I_% | Instrument/Subscale 2 |
| Competency 3 | (_\ Competency 2 //
~- 1 .
| Competoncy 2 | (_’____:| Competency element 2.1 |’ » | Attitude Construct 1 I—% | Instrument/Subscale 1 |
| Competency element 2.2 [ 7\ | Attitude Construct 2 |—% | Instrument/Subscale 2 |
| Competency 5 | \
| Competency 6 | Enabler 1 \
| Competency 7 | (_/”’| Enabler element 1.1 | > | Cognition Construct 1 I—% | Instrument/Subscale 1 |
|
/,/I Enabler element 1.2 > | Cognition Construct 2 |‘% | Instrument/Subscale 2 |
| Competency 8 | /
AL Enabler 2
| Competency 3 | K —'——I Enabler element 2.1 | V.l | Abilities Construct 1 | ~ | Instrument/Subscale 1 |
g
| Competency 10 | | Enabler element 2.2 | | Abilities Construct 2 | | Instrument/Subscale 2 |

Figure 1. Hierarchical structure &framework, mapped to constructsneasures and content sources

Gray arrows indicate pagi mapping (element does not wholly correspond to the construct, or the construct to the measurgo-@Gramy and
many-to-one mappings are illustrated. In this example, Enabler element 1.1 has no corresponding construct, and Abilities Cbastnwt 2
corresponding measur€&Competency element 2.2 is not supported by content source 1 but Competency element 2.1 is supported by two
competenciesAt far right, P = personality t & Attitudes, C = CognitioAb = Abilities.



Table 1.Framework parsedo level of elements

Competencies

Row
Ref# Category Specific Competency
Cl.la 1. Culture I Olj dzA NB &-geMeralzdeteptszmdbknowledge
General
Concepts and
Knowledge
Cl1lb - Applies culture general concepts and knowledge
ci12 - Comprehends and navigates intercultural dynamics
C3.1 3. Cultural 5Sy2yaiaNIraSa +ty gl NSBySaa 2F 2y
Perspective perceptions, assumptions, values, and biases) and how that influence
Taking our behavior and thaof others
' YRSNEGFYRa K2¢ 2ySQa 24y 3IANRdAzL
group
c3.2 - Understands and applies perspectitaking skills to detect, analyze, anc
consider the point of view of others and recognizes how the other will
interpret his/her actims
c33 - Takes the cultural context into consideration when interpreting
situational cues
C4.1 4. Communi Acquires and applies knowledge and concepts of intercultural
cation communication skills
c4.2 - Employs human and material resourceddoilitate intercultural
communication
C5.1 5. Interpersonal Develops and maintains rapport
Skills Builds relationships in support of mission performance
Cs.2 - Manage and resolve conflict in support of mission objectives
C6.1 6. Cultural ' YRSNEGFYRa GKS AYLIX AOFGA2ya 27
Adaptability maintain relationships with other groups, or cultures
c6.2 - Minimize/maximize, adjust, or integrate cultural differences according

operational demands

Enablers

1. Cognitive Bias Resilience

El.1l

Tolerance of
ambiguity

Accepts, or does not feel threatened by, ambiguous situations and
uncertainty.Manages uncertainty in new and complex situations wher:
GKSNBE Aa y20 ySOSaalNRte | GaNR3



E1l.2

E1.3

E1l4

Low need for
closure
Suspending
Judgment

Inclusiveness

Restrains from settling on immediate answers and solutions, and rem
open to any new information that conflicts with those answers.
Withholds personal or moral judgment when faced with novel
experiences, knowledge and points of viderceives information
neutrally and withholds or suspends judgment until adequate informa
becomes available

Tendency to include and accept things (including people) based on
commonalities ather than dividing things into groups or categories;
emphasizes commonalities and minimizes differences.

2. Emotional Resilience

E2.1.1 Stress Resilience

E2.1.2
E2.1.3
E2.2

Emotion
Regulation

Tolerates emotionally shocking, frustrating, or exhausting circumstant
can retain task focus and enthusiasm, even when faced with repeatec
setbacks, failures and obstacles to success; demonstrates tendency 1
positive emotional states and to respondrody andsteadfastly to
stressful events

Avoids adopting stressiduced perspecties that overly simplify culture
Acts as a calming influence

wS3dzZE i SakO2yiaNRta 2ySQa 26y SY
support mission performance

3. Selfldentity Resilience

E3.1

E3.2

E3.3

Self Confidence
Selfldentity

Optimism

Believes in one's capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive
resources, and courses of action needed to meet situational demands
Demonstratesability to maintain personal values independent of
situational factors

Views problems as solvable challenges and as exciting learning
opportunities.

4. Learning Motivation

E4.1.1 Learning through

E4.1.2

E4.1.3

E4.2

Observation
Sensemaking
motivation
Knowledge
acquisition
Inquisitiveness

Gathers and interprets information about people and surroundings to
increase awareness about own treatment and how to treat others.

Is motivated to make sense of inconsistent information about social
and norms;

Gontinually learns and updates own knowledge base as new situation
are encountered.

Is receptive towards, and takes an active pursuit of understanding ide
values, norms, situations, and behaviors that aeev and different.
Demonstrates curiosity about different countries and cultures, as well
interest in world and international events.

5. Social Interaction

E5.1.1 Social Flexibility

E5.1.2

Presents self to others in a manner that creates favorabf@essions,
facilitates relationship building, and influences others

La ofS (2 Y2RATE ARSIFA FYyR 0SK
doing things.



E5.1.3 - Is able to compromise
E5.2  Willingness to Actively seeks out anelxplores unfamiliar crossultural interactions and
Engage regards them positively as a challenge.




lll. FrameworkValidation Srategy

Overview of Validatiod Strategy

Our strategy for evaluating the Framework utilizes three approaches. First, we
examinethe content of the Framework the set of competencies that make it uprhe 3C
competencies and enablers are a competency model based in part on previous civilian
xI OE AT A ET DPAOO i1 3-%086 O AAOOOAT AET ¢ 1T £ OE
behaviorsrequired of military personnel in various situations and assignments (see
Johnston et al., 2010). As these competencies may be used for allocation of considerable
training and R&D resources, establishing the correct content is crucidVe refer to this
quality asthe OAT T OAT O OAI EAEOU6 1 £ OEA &OAI Ax1 OES8
Second, we evaluate thextent to which research supports the importance of the
elements to good performanceThe question of interest is: Do the Framework
competencies and enablers really matter7 A OAZAO OI OEEO NOAI EOU AO
of the Framework.To the extent that the elements of the Framework (both enablers and
competencies) can be adequately operationalized and measurgublished research can be
used to assess the criteriovalidity of the elements that were included in the Framework.

A4EA OAOI O OAT 1 OAT O OAI EAEOUOG AT A OAOEOAOQEI
validation of measurement instruments, but can be used analogously or perhaps
metaphorically to describe how we evluate the Framework: first, evaluate the content or
composition of the set of competencies that were selected by SMEs to form the Framework;
second, evaluate the extent to which the chosen competencies are related to actual
behavioral criteria. Two types d criterion validity are commonly identified: concurrent
OAl EAEOU AT A POAAEAOEOA OAI EAEOU8S8 4EA 5838 IE
selection and training that will in turn result in higher future performance, so we can
extend the analogyto propose that the Framework is supported most strongly by studies
that link competencies and performance in predictive designs. However, as addressed in
detail in later sections, the existing research on which we base our criterion validation of
the Framework includes both criterion and predictive validity designs.

Third, we look at the Framework from a conceptual, theorpuilding perspective,
treating it as a scientific model that can be used to generate theoretical and applied
research which may in turnimprove our understanding of 3C in military and perhaps
civilian contexts.

ContentValidity Definition and Approach

Content validity is conventionally describedA O OA OET O1 OCE AT A A@DbI
OEA AT 1T OAT O AT 1T AET 1 £ EdRedead@sSdciation, AnfexanA AT %A O
Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education [AERA, APA,

NCME], 1999)Content validity is traditionally used to evaluate the quality of a

22§ dzaS GKS GSNY a@FtARIFGAZ2YE YSOFLIK2NR @dtéxt @ Ay (K
for more explanation of this usage.
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measurement instrument and contributes, along with otler types of evidence, to the
construct validity of a measure and to the nomological network of the construct itself. In
hierarchically organized set of constructs, eacbf which might be examined for various
kinds of validity.

In our treatment of the Framework, we work at three levels within this hierarchy:
the Framework as a whole, the competencies and enablers, and their eleme(gse Figure
1). Evidence for content vadity can be found at the competency/enabler or the element
level, depending on how the Framework element maps ontmompetencies proposed irthe
existing literature. In the analysis of content validity,mappingrefers to finding
corresponding competenciesn other competency models that were published before and
after the appearance of the Framework. fie Framework components and elements often
appear to have oneto-one, oneto-many, and manyto-one relationships with competencies
proposed in other models The left side of Figure 1 illustrates this process.

Two sources of evidence are used to evaluate the content validity of the Framework:
Delphi-style theoretical statements of the content of 3C in the military and empirically
derived lists of competencieausing military samples. In order to perform the content and
AOEOAOET T OAI EAEOU AT AT UOGAO T £ OEA &OAI Ax1 OEn
competencies and enablers were decomposed into relatively homogeneous elemeriisr
example, the cultural perspeate taking competency was decomposed into three elements,
1) OO0KT MECEOO Alokl @WEADGE AGTAROAT OUHBDOADEDBRADEDAAI
OAEET ¢ O@BIOOAS N AIADI OO0OA ET ET OAOPOAOEIT ¢ OEOGQ
presents this parsing exercise.

Johnston et al. (2010performed a content validity analysis in creating the
Framework that is conceptually similar to our approach, but their analysis was performed
at a higher level of generalityy at the level of competency and enabler cag@ries. The
Framework that developed from this approach specifies competencies and in some cases
enablers at a lower level of generality. Our content validity analysis attempts to assess the
content of the Framework at this level in order to avoid the vageness that normally
accrues at the (higher) category level.

Two outcomes of this analysis of the Framework includdetermining which
elementsare supported in the literature and identifying competencies and enablerthat
are missing from the Framework. Thee outcomesare used to performthe criterion
validity evaluation of the Framework.

Criterion Validity Definition and Approach

z A XN £ A oz A

evidence of a relationship- via statistical significance testing or the establishment of

confidence intervals between the results of a selection procedure (e.g., a predictor) and

one or more measures of workDAT AOAT O AAEAOET O T O xIiSodetyi OOAT |
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology §I0R, 2003 p.13)EO EO OEA OAT OOIT i
using a construct in the real world. The first and foremost challenge in establishing

criterion validity is correct identification of appropriate, measurable criterion variables.

4 EA O bdeténts Afdhe Framework, described aboveyvere mapped ontoconstructs
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for which measuresexist and research utilizing these measures was found to determine if
the construct, and indirectly the elemento which it corresponds, is related to cross
cultural performance or adjustment Most of tis literature had been performedin the
civilian sector. The right side ofFigure 1 illustrates theconstruct validity mapping process

Model Adequacy

The adequacy of the Frameworkjua model or theory was evaluated bysituating it
in the context of the many models of 3C thdtave appeared in the literatureand critiques
of these models. The Frameworkinterpreted as a competency models not meant to be a
theory, but it isat least implicity AT A@AOAE OAd ENl O &idiididghiriate ddssicC
scientific sense Applied research depends on models or theories for guidance in generating
hypotheses, designing empirical research, and interpreting data as much as theoretical
research, although these models, theoriesy metatheories are often implicit or tacit. We
arguebelow that adequate research on the Framework cannot proceed without adequate
specification of a model of 3C in the military context.

V. Content Validityof the Framework

Our analysis of the contenvalidity of the Framework begins with parsing the
competency and enabler components into element3able 1 shows the results of this
parsing. Competencies (C) and Enablers (E) are numbered according to the March 2011
version of the Framework.Note that conpetencies skipthe number C5 in order to maintain
consistency with theearlier version of the Framework. Elements ar@umerated by
decimals.Even at what we refer to as the elemental level, competencies include more than
one KSAFor example, Cl.acould be viewed has havinghree sub-elements:motivation to
acquire knowledge performing behaviors for acquisition, and knowledge actually acquired.
C1.1b includes motivation to apply the knowledge and its skillful applicatiorin this
researchfield, the last of these five subelemerO O x1 O1 A AA OA Odedkiof OB A O Al
the other four, divided into C1.1a and C1.1lhave a host oflispositional and situational
antecedents or enablersFigure 2 illustrates this point.
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Acquisition Acquisition Acquired Application Application
Motivation Behavior Knowledge Motivation Skillfulness
Individual Situational & Individual Individual
Difference External Difference Difference
Antecedents Antecedents Antecedents Antecedents

Figure 2 Model illustrating potential relationships among competency elements.

Terminology and Conceptual Specificity Problems

Theory, modelbuilding, and research on 3C and related constructs suels
OET OAOADI OOOAT OAI ACEDI BAAREAT GEDOAEEA QL) EODAIT O
imprecision in specifying causal order or antecedence among construc{g) imprecision in
defining constructs, often in the absence of operationalization, an@) conceptual overlap
(Thomas& Lazarova,2006; Vande Vijver & Leung, 2009. In the Framework and other
work described in this section, these problems appear to greater or lesser degrees.

The antecedence problem reflects the more general problem in the training
literature in distinguishing among abilities, skills and performanceDefining performance
has been a widely debated topic amongst researchers who ultimately referred to it as the
OAOEOAOET 1T b Olckelehidd1995)- lvasdEtéimirgd, in fact, that
understanding what is meant by performance is a key factor in measuring it. Two views of
performance have appearedone looks at performance in terms of resultsand the other
seesperformance as a behawr (Goldsmith & Kraiger, 1997; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).
Yet, cefining performance solely in terms of results makes it difficult to determine what is
being measuredthe person or the situation in which he or she performgand can lead to
ignoring the wide range of behaviors that are critical to the effectiveness of the job but are

not uniquely tied to any given product or result (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).

These three problems are compounded by the use of colloquial language or words
with rich connotative meanings (to native English speakes) that gloss over a myriad of
specific meanings& 1 O A @Al p1 Ah OEA O Arehtatidd to@éatpecpld OET T h &
AAEOI Uho AAT OAEAO OI OEA AAOI 060 AOOEOOAAR i
The great numker and therefore great overlap among constructs in the 3C area is
convincingly illustrated by Spitzberg and Changnon (2009). Thelist 326 constructs within
OEA ATTAET O 1T &£ 11 OEOGAGETTh ETI xI AACAh OEECEAO
FramewoOE qh DADADI OEEI | OXKAAPAOBGREBOBE 1 06 | AT A
Al 1T OAET AGETTh AGPOAOOEOAT AGOh OAT 1 OA@GOOAT AT I

PDAOAEI Oi AT AAgqh AT A OAIT 1 OA@bd | OEOOAOQEIT A OAOQE
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CompetencyModels andJob Analyses of@ in the Military

Although the Framework appears to be a competency model, an alternative
approach would begin witha job analysisJob analysis is the systematic process of breaking
down a job into smaller components (Brannick, Levine & Morgeson, 2007).dv
specifically, it is the study of what a jobholder does, what must be known in order to do the
job, what resources are used in doing that job, and the conditions under which the job is
done.In the development of the Framework, job analysis was supplaadl by the Delphi
strategy described above from which a competency model was createdVe are aware of
no comprehensive job analysis conducted in the U.S. military.

A study by the RAND CorporatiorfHardison, Sims, Ali, Villamizar, Mundell, & Howe,
2009) was conducted to help conceptualize training program content designed to improve
cross-cultural performance within the Air Force. To begin, RAND researchers set up focus
groups, interviews, and meetings with personnel to determing¢l) the demand for types of
cross-cultural training and (2) types of crosscultural training that are currently available
within the Air Force. Researchers discovered that while Air Force personnel agreed that
cross-cultural training was important, they did not agree on what type ofraining was
needed to improve performance. Based on this discovery, researchers next conducted a
needs assessment to determine what and how much of particular behaviors are needed to
improve cross-cultural performance. They reviewed crosscultural traini ng and
performance literature and had discussions with Air Force personnel to determine what it
meant to be a crossculturally competent airman. The result was a list of 14 categories of
crossA Ol OO0OAT AAEAOEIT O OEthdjobicrassculul pedidringhc@ AT O £1 O
ET Al OAET ¢ TETA OAT AAIT HITGE A AFAMO ERAPaGEN, OO oEE O A
2009, p.4). The importance of these 14 categories was rated in a survey taken by about
21,000 previously deployed airmen, all of which were foundo be important by at least
some airmen.

We attempted to map the RAND findings against the Framewaqris seen imable 2.
The RAND study is very thorough and illustrates a commonly recognized shortcoming of
models such as the Framework: the competenciesaded by military personnel vary
greatly as a function of variables such as ranhjilitary occupational specialty MOS, type
of mission, and details of specific operationd.he RAND study incorporated MOS (AFS&r
Force Specialty Code) and rank, findingonsiderable variability in the overall importance
rating of 3C across specialties. Personnel in special investigations, security, support officer,
contracting, and public affairs rated 3C the highest, while pilots and personnel in logistics,
weather forecasting, mental health and a variety of technical areas rated 3C as unimportant.
They also found that five enabler/competency categories were rated as more important for
personnel in low grades or ranks, and eight were rated dessimportant by personnel who
had been deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan (compared to other deploymentsjhe RACCA
report and other reports recognized this problem andset out to formulate the leves of
competencejmplying kind and extent of training, required for categories of milary and
civilian personnel.
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Table 2a. Content Validity Mapping to Framework Elemen@ompetencies

RAND
Ref# Category Specific Competency USAF Special Ops McCloskey Caligiuri
Cl.la 1.CultureGeneral ! Olj dzA dNlsir@-gederal concepts . . .
Concepts and and Iinowledge 9 P 1 Regionspecific 1 Ability to learn
Knowledge knowledge and 1 Agility-facilitators-
awareness
Knowledge
(several)
1 3G1,2,3
Clilb - Applies culture general concepts and . . .
kr?gwledge 9 P 9 Applying regional 1 (Planning)
knowledge
ci2 - Comprehends and navigates . .
intercI:JuIturaI dynamics g 1 Applying 1 Manipulate/persu 9 Cultural
appropriate social ade adaptation
etiquette 1308
c3l :; CuIturgI . 5SY2 ya} u N‘]' usa by -k 9 Ability to see 1 Perspectivegaking 1 3CG1
erspectiveTaking  own world view (i.e. cultural . - .
perceptions assumptions, values, and through other's Anticipate/Predict Aglilty Facilitator
biases) and how that influences our eyes Selrawareness
behavior and that of others 1 Awareness of
' YRSNABGFYRa&a K2g 2 cultural
viewed by members of another group differences
Selfawareness/self
monitoring
c32 - Understands and applies perspective .
taking skills to detect, analyze, and T Dlagn_ose nature 1 391
consider the point of view of others of resistance Agility-cultural
and recognizes how the other wil 1 Emotional Integration
interpret his/heractions
empathy

15
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C33 - Takes the cultural context into .
consideration when interpreting T Interpretation 1 3,(?-1' 3G3
situational cues q Observation Agility-cultural
integration
1 (Frame shifting)
41 4. icati Acqui lies knowl . o .
c Communication Cgr?ggpetz i??n?eﬁ?:tlfl}tiraﬂow edge and 1 Verbal and 1 Develop basic 9 Communication  { Ability to learn
communication skills nonverbal communication skills Agility-Cultural
communication skills(verbaland adaptation
1 Applying non-verbal)
appropriate social
etiquette
c42 - Employs human and material 1 366
resources to facilitate intercultural g
communication
C5.1 5. Interpersonal Develops and maintains rapport . . . .
Skills Buildsrelationships in support of T App“"”?’ . T Re.latl|onsh|p T Ag|||tch!J|turaI
mission performance appropriate social building adaptation
etiquette Rapport building 1 368
1 Establishing
credibility, trust,
and respect
Cc5.2 - Manage and resolve conflict in suppo . . .
of mission objectives 1 ResoIY|ng conflict 1 (Planning
Influencing others
C6.1 6. Cultural ' YRSNARGFYRa G4KS A . o .
Adaptability actions and adjusts approach to T App'y'”9 ) T (Frame Shifting) Aglllty-cgltural
maintain relationships with other appropnatesomal adaptation
groups, or cultures etiquette 3G8
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c6.2 - Minimize/maximize, adjust, or
integrate cultural differences accordin
to operational demands

1 Agility-cultural
minimalism

1 3G9
3G4,5,10 (as
antecedents)

Note.ltems in parentheses indicate indirect or weak relationships.
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Table2b. Content Validity Mapping td~rameworkElementsg Enablers

Ref# Category

Specific Competency RAND Special Ops

McCloskey

Caligiuri

El.1l

E1l.2

E1.3

E1l4

Tolerance of
ambiguity

Low need for
closure

Suspending
Judgment

Inclusiveness

Accepts, or does not feel threatened by,
ambiguous situations and uncertainty.

Manages uncertainty in new and comple
situations where there is not necessarily
GNRIKGE gl & G2 Ayl

Restrains from settling on immediate
answers and solutions, and remains ope
to any new information that conflicts with
those answers.

Withholds personal or moral judgment
when faced with novel experiences,
knowledge and points of viewerceives
information neutrally and withholds or
suspends judgmenintil adequate
information becomes available

Tendency to include and accept things
(including peoplepased on
commonalities rather than dividing things
into groups or categories; emphasizes
commonalities and minimizes differences

1 (Tolerance for
ambiguity)

 Withhold on
closure

 Withhold on
closure

1 Learning facilitator
- Toleranceor
ambiguity and
uncertainty

1 Agility facilitator
Tolerance of
ambiguity

9 Learning facilitator
- Willingness to
suspend judgment

9 Learning facilitator
- Willingness to
suspend judgment

1 Agility facilitator
Willingness to
suspend judgment

1 Agility facilitator
Willingness to
operate without
racism, etc.
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2. Emotional Resilience

E2.1.1 StresResilience Tolerates emotionally shocking,

E2.1.2 -

E2.1.3 -
E2.2 Emotion

Regulation

1 Managing stress ir

frustrating, or exhausting .
an unfamiliar

circumstances; can retain task focus
and enthusiasm, even when faced wit ~ cultural setting
repeated setbacks, failures and

obstacles to success; demonstrates

tendency for positive emotional states

and torespond calmly and steadfastly

to stressful events

Avoids adopting stressduced

perspectiveshat overly simplify

culture

Acts as a calming influence

wS3dzf F 1 Sak 02y i NPT
emotions and emotional expression tc
support mission performance

9 Managing stress ir
an unfamiliar
cultural setting

1 (Emotional
endurance)

1 (Resilience)

9 Patience

q Self/femotional
regulation

q Patience

1 Agility facilitator
emotional
strength and
stability

1 Agility facilitator
emotional
strength and
stability

3. Selfldentity Resilience
E3.1 Self Confidence

E3.2 Selfldentity

E3.3 Optimism

Believes in one's capabilities to
mobilize the motivation, cognitive
resources, and courses of action
neededto meet situational demands.

Demonstrates ability to maintain
personal values independent of
situational factors

Views problems as solvable challenge
and as exciting learning opportunities

1 (Selfefficacy)

1 (Leveraging own
personality
attributes)

9 Agility-Cultural
adaptation
intercultural self
efficacy
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4. Learning Motivation

E4.1.1 Learning through Gathers and interprets information

E4.1.2

E4.1.3

E4.2

Observation

Sensemaking
motivation

Knowledge
acquisition

Inquisitiveness

1 Gathering and

about people and surroundings to ) ]
interpreting

increase awareness about own
treatment and how to treat others. observed
information

1 Selfinitiated
learning

Is motivated to make sense of
inconsistent information about social
rules and norms;

Gontinually learns and updates own
knowledge base as new situations are
encountered.

1 Gathering and
interpreting
observed
information

1 Selfinitiated
learning

Isreceptive towards, and takes an
active pursuit of understanding ideas,
values, norms, situations, and
behaviors that are new and different. ~ observed
Demonstrates curiosity about differen  information
countries and cultures, as well as o
interest in world and international 1 Seltinitiated
events learning

1 Gathering and
interpreting

9 Observation

1 (Planning)

1 Ability to learn
(generic)

1 Agility facilitator
willingness &
motivation to gain
skills to be
effective in
intercultural
situations

1 Agility facilitator
intellectual
curiosity

1 Ability to learn
(generic)

1 Agility facilitator
intellectual
curiosity

1 Ability to learn

1 Ability to learn
facilitator-
curiosity
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5. Social Interaction

E5.1. Social Flexibility  Presents self tothers in a manner

1 that creates favorable impressions
facilitates relationship building, an 1 Agility-Cultural
influences others adaptation

1 Establishing 9 Selfpresentation 9§ 3C8
authority (part)

1 Agility facilitator
Skills and abilities
(several)

1 Agility-facilitators
sociability &
extraversion

E5.1. - Is able to modify ideas and : . . .
A . p Changing behavio Flexibilit Agility-cultural
2 6SKF GA2NES X (a2 | Changngbehaviol T Flexibility T Agilitycult
. . to fit cultural adaptation
ways of doing things. context
1 Agility facilitator-
flexibility
E5.L. - Is able to compromise 1 Negotiating with 1 Agility-Cultural
3 . .
others integration (part)
E5.2 Willingness to Actlvel_y_ seeks out and explores 1 Cultural openness 1 Agility-facilitators
Engage unfamiliar crosscultural o
. . . willingness to
interactions and regards them 1 Openmindedness |
positively as @hallenge Interact cross
' 1 Willingness to culturally
engage

Note.ltems in parentheses indicate indirect or weak relationships.
Key to Caligiuri et al. (2011) Competencies dratilitators

AbilitytoLearnth X 6 Af Ade@zX Ay GKS FASERZI (2 -cijitdeal Cohtéxefor Gpkratighs.T y dzy RSNE Gl yRAY3I 2F GKS 2
Ability to Learn facilitatorghree trait-like or attitudinal qualities
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Cultural Agility:"...ability to quickly, comfortably, accurately, and successfully operate across countries with people from differensetituogher words, to
use your crossultural learning effectively.”

Cultural Agility has three components:

Cultural adaptation®...an orientation people may have to be sensitive to and strive to adapt to the nuances of cultural differences, oftegde\er
situations requiring Soldiers to behave in the most culturally appropriate ways to be successful."

Cultural minimalism“Cdzf G dzNJ t YAYAYIFtA&AY A& |y 2NASYydlGA2y LIS2LX S KIF @S G 2nbéhBvRdzOS (GKS
or in the behavior of others."

Cultural integration!'Cultural integration is an orientation to understand culturafeiénces of each person in a multicultural or crosgtural context, but
also to strive to create new norms or interactions that reflect a combination of many cultural perspectives."

Ability to Learn facilitators21 traits, knowledge, cognitive stylegtitudes, and valueslivided into: (1) Knowledge and cognition; (2) Skills and abilities; (3)
Affect and motivation; (4) Personality and dispositional traits

Soldier competenciesTen competencies that express some components of the Learning/Agility tactlel I YAt A G NBE O2y (1 S¥EXN&® Ly RAOI
because they are difficult to map isomorphically to other parts of the model or to other 3C models.

3CG1 They understand themselves and those around them in cultural terms, giving them a perspectiveagdvan

3G2¢ KSe@ dzy RSNEGFYR (KS Wol arnodoaQ 2F OdzZ GdzNB | ONrPaa az20ASiASax FyR gKe {(KSa
3CG3 They understand why and how culture operates in daily life, how it frames and shapes choices and perceptions.

3CG4 They understand how and why culture is catito the success of their missions.

3G5 They understand how and why culture is critical for their safety and the safety of others.

3CG6 They have a basic tool kit of discovery techniques for learning cultural specifics in their location of assignment.

3G7 They have both the capability and the motivation to share their learning with others in their unit to strengthen theil abdityl to understand and
work with culture.

3CG8 They are able to operate effectively in more subtle, interpersonal taskeeigiven cultural context (e.g., build trust, gain credibility).

3G9 They are able to select from a range of cultural responses the one that is best for a given context (e.g., when to nvimémitteadapt, and when to
compromise).

3G10They considethe cultural context in planning and analysis and understand the implications of operations for the sociocultural context.
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A kind of blended competency modeling/job analysis was performedybSpencer
(2010) on special operationsforces (SOF)personnel. Special operations have become
increasingly important in the Middle East theatres, so this analysis is helpful despite
applying to a relative small portion of personnel involved in field operationsSpencer
focused on describing and defining SGFdentifying the capabilities needed for sucla
force, andinvestigating the factors required for itssuccessful performance. Based on this
information, Spencer tried to match the characteristics and requirements of such@boto
the need for cultural competence. The approach used by Spencer can be seen as mixed; she
not only analyzed the job in question but alstheoretically | ET EAA 3/ &80 1T AAA £l
competence. No empirical data were provided, however, to support suctckim. Instead,
iT1U A AAOGAOEPOEIT Al A AEOAOOOEI1 1 /& Ei x AOI O
performance in the field were provided. Thusthe Spencer (2010) study is not a true job
analysisnor does it appear to be a competency model. However, it prioles a helpful
description of 3C for a highly specific military activity.Table 2showsour mapping of
&OAT Ax1T OE Al Ai A1 606 OiF 3PAT AAOGO 1 EOOS
The most recent and usefuinvestigation of 3C in the militaryto date was carried
out by McCloskey and colleagug®010) using respondents who had returned from various
overseas postingsd EEO COI OB Al bl 1 UARBD AT vwhiBriddked datthedd AT OAI
cognitive, affective, and behavioral skills that encompass crossiltural competence in the
context of Army missims. The crosscultural competence developmental framework
presentedby McCloskey et al. (2010) proposed that individualproceedthrough four
levels of mastering crosscultural competence skills. The first stagés referred to asthe
pre-competent stagefollowed by the foundation and taskoriented stages, and finally, the
mission-centric stage. Each of the aforementioned levels of competence can be described in
terms of the levels of cognitive, affective, and behavioral components that the individual
has aquired across timeWe used theitAT T OAT O AT AT UOEO 1T £ OAOOOT AA
reports of culture competencies that are useful in the fieldur mapping of theirmost
highly endorsed competenciesgainst the parsed Framework is shown ifable2. An
earlier interview study designed to identify 3C components was not used in the present
analysis due to an insufficient sample size (Ross, 2008).

Theoretical Modes of 3C in the Military

A secondsource of content information forestablishing the content vaidity of the
Framework is to compare it to other models, most of which were formulated for
understanding civilian expatriate or sojourner adjustment and performance. A great many
such models have been proposed (segpitzberg & Changnon2009). However, we limit this
analysis to a militarysource. The Army Research Institute contracted a comprehensive
analysis of 3C in the military, including content, assessment, and measurement, from a
group of organizational psychologists led by the welknown expatriate researcher Paula
Caligiuri (Caligiuri et al,, 2011). The Caligiuri analysis was perhaps only a partial use of the
Delphi technique in that the central organizing structure of their resulting model was
heavily influenced by earlier theorizingon civilian 3C by Caligiuri Caligiuri & Tarique,
2009). Caligiuri and colleagues posit distinction between the ability to learn 3CGrelevant
ETT xI AACA AT A OEEI 10 AT A OAOI OOOAI ACEI EOUhRO
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described ascross-cultural competence with some aspects of performancé&he Caligiuri et
al. (2011) analysis includes facilitators (enablers) and three kinds of agility (similar to
competency components) plus fieldevel descriptions of competencies that are similar to
the FrameworE 6 O AT | DPAOAT A Uwok buidrsArontiig2@ondeualE O
imprecision described above but nonetheless provides a usefatiditional Delphi-
generated opinion about the content of 3C in the military.

We are aware of two Delphistyle attempts to developa model of 3C outside the
military. Deardorff (2006) AT T AOAOAA A $AlI PEE OOOAU xEOE c¢o C
ET OAOAOI OOOAI OAEI T AOOG6 OiF EAAT OEAU ET OAOAOI O
gained through internationalization programs She organizedhe characteristics that she
EAAT OEZEAA ET A PUDNOEAROA OAOOCEA &dvirlges EHE OBA |
intellectual, relational skills and communication skills in the middleAT A OET &£ O AA /O
I £ OAEAOAT AAT £E | ddidtioralfekerEOave, Aotnor@d&hassddsadia in a !
O1T EOAOOEOU Al 1 OAgOh xAO OAAEAOGETI C AT A ATi11O1E
the elements in her model are represented in the Framework, and no elements in her
model are missing from the Framewrk.

Hunter, White and Godbey2006) recruited 18 prominent multinational
corporation human resource managers and international education expert® perform a

$A1l PEE AGAOAEOA OI AOOAAIT EOE A AAEZET EOEIT 1 &
AREET EOQOEI T d O' 11T AAl AT i1 PAOAT AR EO EAOGEIT ¢ AT 1
understand cultural norms and expectations of others, and leveragingis gained

ETT xI AAGCA O1 ET OAOAAOh AT i1 O1T EAAOAR AT A xI OE

definition was used in a second phase of the project to identify the KSAs and experiences

that engender a globally competent person. A larger sample similan composition to the

Delphi samplerated OEA A@OAT O O xEEAE ¢y +3!0 AT A AgbA
CiTAATTU Al OPDRADARD8AT I DPAOAT AU AEAAE 1 EO0O6 xAO
includes 5 knowledge, 6 skill/lexperience, and 7 aitude items. Note that their

guestionnaire was nominally worded to identify KSAs thatead toglobal competency but

do not in themselvescomprisecompetency, but it is not clear ifespondents recognized and

employed this distinction. The two subsamples, business managers and academics, did not

differ on the KSAs that comprised the final list, providing some support for the

generalizability of consensus definitions of 3C over industries.

N The KSAs identified by Hunteet al.(2006) correspond fairly well to the Framework
AT i DbAOCAT AEAO AT A AT AAT A0O8 )1 OEA ETIT xI AACA
AOGOOAT O xT OICETAGATAGGA AlTA x1 Ol A EEOOT ouds Al A

~ o~ o~ 2 N

A
i A

knowledge In the attitudes domain, Hunter indudes two competencies that are not

ET Al OAAA ET OEA &OAI Axi OEh O7EITETCI AOGO O1 00
APDAOEAT AA AGF#FEA AIOA OOK Ayt @Arerrol whichAvEuld Apear

irrelevant to military personnel but could be important to civilian State Department

personnel. The latte is represented by enabler E5.2interpersonal Skills/Manage and

resolve conflict in support of mission obj@atsto some extent, and elsewére in the

Framework indirectly. This item was one of the few that showed a difference between
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businesspersons and academics; academics endorsalebrating diversity more strongly
than businesspersons, reflecting the goalsf@cademic international education.

The RAND Corporation conducted a Delpfike study of the competencies needed
for successful career professionals in an international organization (Bikson, Treverton,
Moini, & Lindstrom, 2003) based on 135 human resourceand line management individuals
in 75 public, for-profit, and non-profit organizations. They generated a list of 19 highly
rated competencies, about half of which were deemed important to international
organizations. The competency list was broader tharhe culture-focused lists provided by
other research and theory efforts described abovdor example, general cognitive ability
(ranked 1#), English language skills (#8), and competitiveness (#15). All of the cultwre
related competencies in their list are dund in the Framework enablers. A single summary
EOAIT h -ctdrd) toddtence (ability to work well in different cultures and with people
I £ AEAEAOAT O 1 OE QEelsifyk@ompeteley ifduidAnihe FEEMEDIKS
was foreign language allity (#19); this competency is discussed in a later section.

Summary ofContent Validity Fndings

Competencies

Table 3 summarizes the information in Table2. Of thel2 competency elements9
xAOA AOAI OAOAA AO OEECE6 OAI EAEOUh p AO Of AAE
One competency element was judged low in content validity:
C4.1: Communication Employs human and material resources
One competency element was judged medium in content validity:
C6.2: Cultural adaptability-Minimize/maximize

Content validity findings for each element are discussed following the description of
the criterion validity analysis.

Enablers

We parsed the enablers into 19 element®arsing the enablers is conceptually
different than parsing the competencies. Theéehavioral descriptions attachedto the
enablers help define them in the context of the Framework while at the same time
providing competency-like components or elements that might serve as competencies in
their own right. In this sense, the enablers combine antecedent or precursor varils
found in many models of 3C or overseas adjustment with competency modée elements.
Enablers were found to include fewer distinguishable elements than competencies. As a
result of this varying level of generality, the enablers can be evaluated atraolar level
conducive to a traditional sojourner mode] but must also be evaluated at a more granular
(element) level, similarly to the competencies discussed in the previous section. In some
cases the distinction between a competency and an enablersgbtle, for example between
ClCulture-generalconcepts and knowledgand E4Learning through observationE4 may
enable C1, but knowledge acquisition relies on additional personal qualities outside of
observation.
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Of the 19 enabler elements, 12 were judged as having high validity, 3 medium
validity, and 4 low validity. The medium-validity enablers included:

1 EL.1: Tolerance of ambiguity
1 EL.4: Inclusiveness
1 EA4.1.2:Learning through Observationz Sensemaking motivation

The low-validity enablers included:

1 EZ2.1.2:Stress Resilienceg Avoid stressinduced perspectives that
oversimplify culture

E2.1.3:Stress Resiliencg Acts as a calming influence

E3.2:Self Identity - Demonstrates ability to maintain personal values
independent of situational factors

1 E3.3: Optimism

1
il

Potential additions to the Framework

We used the content analysis of the Framework took for additional competencies
and enablers that could be added to the Frameworkew of which werefound. One

Language skillsThree of our sources suggested language skillsanguage ability
appeared inthe early RACCAeport, but was not retained in theFramework. Caligiuri et al.
(2011) present a cogent discussion of the value of language skills for military personnel:

In teaching and maintaining language skills, there is a high cost embedded
and it is unknown whether this will yield generalizable benefits when the
specific language learned by an officer is not put to use in operations.
Developing crosscultural competence may be less expensive and may yield
better results (p. 29).

The RAND Air Force study (Hardisoret al.,2009) found both low valuation of
languageskills and low language capabilities: 4% claimed a working knowledge of the
language of the place to which they had been deployed, and 10% claimed a working
knowledge of any foreign language. The authors suggest that low proficiency may have led
to low valuation, suggesting that selreported valuation of competencies may not provide a
good measure of their actual importance.

L 0~ A o~ N

[

Big picture mentality” EC DEAOOOA | AT OATl EOU xAO EAAT OE A

(2010) empiri cally-driven competencieslist, whichthey placedin their cognitive

AT 1 DbAOAT AEAO OAOqg O! AEI EOU-lewidriverdvithrAET Ax AOAT

I PAOAOGET T Al A1 Omhi®dompetdricydsirepies@iedgpsonte@&xtentin
C6.2Cultural Adaptability/ Minimize/maximize, adjust, ointegrate cultural differences
according to operational demandbut suggests a broader perspective. This enabler may be
most relevant to military personnel in higher ranks or certain MOS®ig picture mentality
has somerelationship to the situation awareness concept, usually defineds Or@

perception of elements in the environment within a volume of time and space, the
comprehension of their meaning, and the projection of their status in the near futude
(Endsley, 1995, p36), potentially achieved through sensemaking. Situational awareness
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can be measured through manager, peer and se#tings, orthrough assessment center
style realtime observation of decision makingoy experts.

Family adjustment An additional enabler might arguablybe added to the
Framework based on both content and criterion validity grounds: family and relationship
factors. Although not an individual difference variablefamily and spouse satisfactions the
strongest predictor of expatriate adjustmentin some studies(e.g., Arthur & Bennett, 1995
BhaskarShrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, & Luk2005). Military personnel stationed outside
the U.S. may be accompanied by families (e.g., in Eurgd@)t even when not accompanied
by families, most deployed personnehave leftfamilies and often spouses behind in the U.S.
While the satisfaction or adjustment of the family and spouse may nbear directly on 3C
or be sufficiently implicated in 3C to be included as an enabler, it might be considered an
antecedent or precursor toparticular enablers, for exkample, E2Stress ResiliencéVhen this
antecedent is unfavorable or negative, it may besource of cognitive or emotionaload
that degrades most competencies and enablers.

In alater section, we attempt to complement the conternvalidity analysis of the
Framework with an empirically-driven criterion validity analysis. This analysis draws on a
large, mainly independent, pool of empirical reports that attempts to address the question,
Does empirical evidence exist to support themportance of each competency and enabler
element in the Framework?
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V. Evaluation of 3C Instrumentation

Assessment of 3C is central to the goal of increasing cultural capability in the U.S.
military. Assessmentstrategies wereintroduced in an exploratory manner in the original
RACCA work, that is, the working group suggested a list of existing instruments that might
be used to assess thget ofcompetencies that they identified. Subsequent work, described
below, has looked more deeply at measurement isssand some reviews have appeared
that examine some of the instruments (Chang & Chuang, unpublished manuscript,;n.d
Sinicrope, Norris & Watanabe 2008). Weare aware of no comprehensive, evaluative
reviews that critique the quality of extant instruments. The present project was undertaken
to evaluate theadequacyof the available instrumentation for measuring 3C, specifically as
defined in the DLO Framework.

Identifying Measures of Competency and Enabler Elements

We performed a comprehensive search of the sojourner adjustment/performance
literature to identify measures that could be used in this evaluation. Our search capitalized
on otherO d@ttempts to create comprehensive lists of instruments, for example Fantini
(2009), Thornson and Ross (2008), and the website of the Institute for Intercultural
Training (www.intercultural.org). Several consulting companies also maintain lists of
measures on their websites.

Our literature search suggested that two styles of measuremenan be identified:
@ompound instrumentsd AT A -céd&irlcCrhedsures. Byompound instruments, we
mean instruments that include more than one subscale and in which instrument validation
and instrument use usually focus on the subscales, similarly to thédMP1 and 16PF
instruments in clinical psychology or Five Factor Model instruments in personality
assessment. Singlkeonstruct instruments measure one construct or include subscales that
are rarely used alone; instead, total scores are used as predictors i
adjustment/performance studies. The trend in this literature seems to be from single
construct to compoundinstruments.

T A o~ 2 oA

For both compoundand singleconstruct instruments, weobservedOE OAA OAOOET A
i TAAT 06 EOpenadedss ingfifhéntard published in the scientific literature and
are free to use by researchers. We found that most of the older instruments are open access
and most open access instruments are singleonstruct. Controlled access instrumentse
usually copyrighted by individualswho are working in academia and/or their small
companies or consultancies, but are easily obtained for research use by other academics,
free of charge or for a nominal fee. Controlled access instruments are usually validated
using generally acceptable metbds in studies published in peer reviewed journals. Most
controlled access instruments areeompound instruments. Proprietary instrumentsare
developed and owned by consulting companies and sold to clients on a pese basis or
packaged in more comprehensig organizational development or training arrangements.
Some gray area exists between controlled access and proprietary instruments when the
consulting company is owned by and/or closely associated with ademics, for example,
the KozaiGroup (see kozaigroupcom).
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We present a list of identifiedinstruments in Table 3. Undoubtedly a few more
instruments exist, and some commonly used personality instruments that have been used
in the large sojourner adjustment literature are not listed, such as the NEO, copisiyle
scales, and measures of social interaction individual differences (e.g., the Sétinitoring
Scale measures of social skills
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Table 3. Description of Instruments

Perceptual Acuity (PAC)

Instrument Acro- Prim
Name nym -acy | Subscales Reference
Acculturative ASSIS | S . Sandhu &Asrabadi(1994)
1 Acculturative stress
Stress Scalfr
International
Students
AQJgstment ADS S (This is a subscale of the Utrecht Strqebe van Vliet, Hewstone, &
Difficulties . Willis (2002)
Homesickness Scale)
Subscale
Behavioral BASIC | S . Koester & Olebe (1988)
91 Display of respect
Assessment Scal
for Intercultural 1 Interaction posture
Communication . .
Effectiveness 9 Orientation to knowledge
1 Empathy
i Task role behaviors
1 Relational role behaviors
1 Interaction behavior and
management
I Tolerance of ambiguity
Beliefs, Events, | BEVI S f Basic openness Shealy (2004)
and Values
Inventory 1 Negative life events
1 Naiive determinism
1 Sociocultural closure
9 Authoritarian introjects
1 Religious traditionalism
1 Need for control
1 Emotional attunement
1 Self access
I Separation individuation
1 Genderstereotypes
CrossCu.It.uraI CCAI P f  Flexibility/Openness (FO) Kelley & Meyers (1995)
Adaptability
Inventory 1 Emotional Resilience (ER)
1
1

Personal Autonomy (PA)
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CrossCultural CcCsli . . Ascalon (2005)
. 1 Crossculturaldimension
Social
Intelligence 1 Social intelligence dimension
Cultqral CQs f  Cognition Van Dyne, Ag, & Koh (2008)
Intelligence Scalg
1 Metacognition
1 Motivation
1 Behavior
European EMMIC . Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe
S . Attitude
Multidimensional L (2008)
Models of 1 Knowledge obne's self and
Intercultural others
Competence . . .
9  Skills of interpreting and
relating
1  Skills of discovery and
interaction
9 Critical cultural awareness
Global GAP . http://www.globalawarenessprof
1 Environment .
Awareness ile.com/
Profile 1 Politics
1 Geography
1 Religion
1 Socioeconomics
1 Qilture
Global GClI 1 Perception management Bird, Stevens, Mendenhall, &
Competencies P 9 Oddou (20.07 _ _
Inventory 1 Relationship management | http://kozaigroup.com/inventori
es/the-globalcompetencies
1 Selfmanagement inventory-gci/
http://www.intercultural.org/koz
ai.php
Intercultural ICAPS 1 Emotion Regulation Matsumoto, LeRoux, Ratzlaff,
Adjustment 9 Tatani, Uchida, Kimt al. (2001)
Potential Scale 1 Openness
1 Flexibility
1 Creativity
Intercultural ICC (b) (none) Arasaratnam (2009)

Communication

Competence
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Intercultural

ICC (a)

Fantini, AlvinoTirmizi,& Ageel

o Awareness
Communicative 1 (2006)
Competence 1 Attitudes

1 Skills

1 Knowledge

1 Proficiency
Intercultural INCA . http://www.incaproject.org
Competence 1 Tolerance of ambiguity Prechtl & Lund (2009)
Assessment 1 BehavioraFexibility

1 Communicative awareness

1 Knowledge discovery

1 Respect for otherness

1 Empathy
Intercultural IDI f Denial/Defense (DD) Hammer (2011)
Development
Inventory 1 Reversal (R)

1 Minimization (M)

1 Acceptance/Adaptation (AA)

1 EncapsulatedMarginality

(EM)

Intercultural IES 1 Continuous Learnin http://kozaigroup.com/inventori
Effectiveness g es/the-interculturak
Scale 1 Interpersonal Engagement | €ffectivenessscale

1 Hardiness
Intercultural IRC (none) http://www.ibinet.nl
Readiness
Checklist
Intercultural ICSI f Openness Bhawik & Brislin (1992)
Sensitivity
Inventory 1 Flexibility

1 Endorsing Individualism/
Collectivism
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http://www.incaproject.org/

Intercultural ISS P . Chen & Starosta (1996)
e 1 Interaction Engagement
Sensitivity Scale

Intercultural awareness

1 Respect of Cultural

Differences

1 Interaction Confidence

1 Interaction Enjoyment

1 Interaction Attentiveness
Interpersonal IRI S 5 Ve Taki Davis (1980)
Reactivityindex T Perspective Taking

' Empathic Concern

 Personal Distress

 Fantasy
Multicultural MAKSS | S 5Q! y Phdsels, ® Heck (1991

1 Knowledge
Awareness, CER
Knowledge and 1 Skills
Skills Survey 1 Awareness
Multicultural MCI S §  Knowledge SadowskyTaffe, Gutkin, & Wise,
Competence (1994)
Inventory 1 Skills

Awareness

1 Relationship
Multicultural MCKAS | S 1 Knowled Ponterotto, Gretchen, Utsey,
Counseling nowiedge Reger, & Austin (2002)
Knowledge and f  Awareness

Awareness Scal€

Multicultural MPQ P Van Oudenhoven, J.P. and Van

Attitude Scale
Questionnaire

Empathy (care)

Personality 91 Cultural Empathy (CE) der Zee, K.I. (2002)
Questionnaire 1 Emotional Stability (ES)

1 Social initiative (SI)

1 Openmindedness (OM)

1 Flexibility (F)
Mun.roe MASQUE S f  Knowledge (know) Munroe & Pearsoif2006)
Multicultural

1

1

Active Experience (act)
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Peterson Cultural PCAT . Peterson (1997)
1 Power distance
Awareness Test
1 Uncertainty avoidance
1 Individualism
1 Masculinity
Peterson. Cultural PCSI (based on PCAT) http:/{acrosscuItures.com/pCS|de
Style Indicator scription.html
Scale of SEE 1 Empathic feeling and Wang Davidson, Yakushko,
Ethnocultural P ' 'ng Savoy;Tan, &Bleier (2001)
expression (EFE)
Empathy
1 Empathic perspective taking
(EP)
1 Acceptance of cultural
differences
1 Empathic Awareness (EA)
Social SCS 1 Connectedness Lee & Robbins (1995)
Connectedness
Scale 1 Affiliation
1 Companionship
Sociocultural SCAS q Ward & Kennedy (1999)

Adaptation Scale

Cultural Empathy and
Relatedness

1 Impersonal Endeavors and

Perils

The Culture in CWwWQ 0 Individualism Developed by Dr. Geert Hofsted
the Workplace http://www.itapintl.com/ITAPCW
Questionnaire Power distance Questionnaire.htm

1 Certainty

1 Achievement

I Time orientation
The Inventory of | ISAS 1 Education Craro & Crano (1993)
Student
Adjustment 1 English
Strain 1 Problem

1 Personal

1 Social
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Workplace
Diversity Survey

WDS

= =/ =4 =4 =

Emotional reactions
Judgments

Behavioral reactions
Personal consequences

Organizational outcomes

De Meuse & Hostager (2001)
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Validity of the Instruments

Based on arexamination of previous research and the mapping exercise described
above, we divided the identified instruments inb two categories. We selected ningrimary
instrumentsfor close scrutiny. These instrumentsharedone or more of these
characteristics: they included subscales that would be especially useful in assessing the
Framework; they had been usedrequently in previous research; the quality of
development or validation by the instrument authors appeared to be very good; and they
are currently popular in the field. Secondary instrumentgiclude some rarely used
instruments, instruments that have little relevance to the Framework, and proprietary
instruments for which little information can be obtained. Many of these instruments are of
reasonable quald U AT A AOA 11 0 AAOGECT AGAA OOAAT T AAOUS
for other assessment goalsTable 3 indicatesthe assignment of instruments to these two
categories.

We conducted literature searches for each instrument, beginning with the
instumel 0086 ET EOEAI OAI EAAOEIT OOOAEAO8 7A 111 EA
relationships between the instrument and adjustment or performance measures,
experimental studies in which the instrument was a dependent variable (e.g., training
studies), AT A OAEAZAOAT OEAl 6 OOOAEAO ET xEEAE OEA E’
biodata variables in a correlational design. The third type of study provides knowgroups
validation evidence. Propriety instruments were difficult to validate: validation stidies
have been published in peer reviewed journals for only a few such instrumentalthoughin
somecases validation reports are publishedod i T OO1 OET ¢ AT | PAT EAOS6 xAA
without sufficient statistical detail. Proprietary instrument validation studies were rarely
convincing. Severalconsulting companies were contacted in an effort to obtain true
validation reports, but none were forthcoming. We found that descriptions and evaluations
of 3C related instruments in previously publisheccompendiums were occasionally
incorrect, indicating the need for a thorough evaluation study of the available
instrumentation.

We evaluated the primary instruments on three qualities: (1) face validity, (2)
construct validity, and (3) criterion validity. By construct validity we mean convergent and
divergent validity and the internal structure of the instrument if it was designed to include
more than one subscale. By criterion validity we mean the predictive or concurrent validity
of the instrument with respect to three criterion measures, performance, psychological
adjustment, and sociocultural adjustment. We also accepted two additional sources of
criterion validity: successful use of the instrument as a dependent variable in training
instrument differed between samples as predicted by theory (e.g., groups of individuals
who did or did not live overseas). We evaluated the quality of secondary instruments only
on the bass of criterion validity , as our goal for these instruments was to evaluate the
guality of the Framework (see Criterion Validity Evaluation of the Framework section}or
some secondary instruments, existing literature that could be used to evaluate constt
validity was alsolocated. For primary instruments, we located most or all of the relevant
research reports that provided information concerning construct and criterion validity.
Because we did not perform a formal metanalysis of the primaryinstruments, we did not
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attempt to resolve the filedrawer problem by seeking out unpublished manuscripts from
the academic community. For some of the newer instruments, we may have located every
published study that usedthe instrument (e.g., theMulticultural Personality Questionnaire),
and for older instruments thathave been used extensively over a long period of time, often
in studies published outside of psychology or businessur search was lessomprehensive
(e.g., the CrosLultural Adaptability Inventory).

Criterion Measures for Evaluating the Validity of Instruments

Criterion validation of instruments in the expat/sojourner domain is hampered by
the difficulty of assessing performance criteria indeed, culture competency of any kind
(Gabrenya et al., 201} Behavioral measures are particularly lacking in this area (Thomas
et al., 2008). So while the adjustment literature abounds with instruments of varying
guality, the criterion measures used in studies of interest to the present analysis are fewer
and often unsatisfactory.

Adjustment measures are most frequently used in this research fieldt the highest
levels of generality, adjustment measures fall into two sets: psychological and sociocultural
adjustment (Ward, Okura, Kennedy, & Kojima, 1998). Psyclogiical adjustment refers to
intrapersonal emotional and somatic problems, often operationalized as depression, but
also including anxiety, fearfulness, homesickness, and at the extreme, symptoms of the
OAOI OOOA OET AE OUT AOT | A% sore/idwhichEnEexatia (olséssive A A OC
hand washing, fear of physical contact, paranoia). The most commonly used measure of
psychological adjustment is the Zung Depression Scale (Zung, 1965) although several other
scales have been useauch as CED variants(e.g., Bracke, Levecque, & van de Velde,
2008). Sociocultural adjustment refers to selreported success and quality of interaction
with the social environment and institutions in the host country. The most commonly used
measure of sociocultural adjustmenis the aptly named Sociocultural Adjustment Scale
(SCAS; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). In the expatriate worker literature, the Black adjustment
instrument is often used (Black & Stephens, 1989), which includgeneral, work, and
interactional adjustmentsubscaess "1 AAES O ET OO0O0I AT O EO AEOAOO
Performance measures include job performance (manager ratings, peer ratings, self
ratings; see Mo] Born, Willemson, & van der Molen2005) and several informal ratings of
I OAOOCAAO OACEEAARDED Aibbditalidns. Eekminbldgy in definitions of
performance is inconsistent (Mol et al 2005) and some overlap in usage can be seen in the
OOA 1T &£ OPAOA&I Of AT AAho OAT I PAOAT Auhd AT A OAAEOD
measures are abent in the literature:
7TEEIA OTT A OOOAEAO 8 EAOA 1 AAOGOAA DPAOAE Oi
report ratings, the issue of the appropriate constituent elements remains.
While measures tapping both goal accomplishment and relationship
development may be defesible, they predominantly account for the firm's
view on performance. From an employee perspective the development of a
skill set that can transfer to other aspects of their career may be important
8AT A OEA OOAT OFAOAT AA 1 £ Bérisadedirdb@A AT A OEE
outcome ofexpatriation (Thomas & Lazarova2006, p. 259).
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)T AAAEOEIT O1T DPAOA& Oi ATAA OAOET ¢Oh A@PAODO
indirectly through self-reports of intent to remain on the job, job attitudes, and
occupational citizenship behaviors (Mol et al., 2005; Thomas & Lazarova, 2006).

fFO01Qa 22NJ] ! R2dzaAaGYSYy(d aSl adz2NB
"1 AAEGO jpwypyq ET OOT AGAOEIT T &£ xT OE AAEOOO
it is measured (in the later 3dimension version of his scale) through three #ms that ask
forselFAOOAOOI AT O 1T £ AA C @deilic jdb rEspAnBiltilieéhO édEmanceET OO
standards and expectation 6  AupeAvisoBy@esponsibiliess 6 4 ET I AO AT A |, AUA(
(2006) criticize the validity of the Black scale and its underlyig three-part construct. The
Black scale is widely used in this literature and requires some additional scrutiny in the
present report. The instrument is reproduced inTable4. A comprehensive analysis of the
instrument is beyond the scope of this report, bt based on the face content of its items and
those in the SCAS, it appears that the General and Interactional Adjustment subscales
measure sociocultural adjustment. The overall content validity of the scale appears to be
poor. The three work adjustment iemsprovide a brief measure of selrated job
performance, but the subscale may be contaminated with job attitudes and job
commitment. Additional research is needed to determine what the Black scale measures in
order to better interpret the research that has used it as a dependent variable. Gabrenya et
al. (2011) have shown that popular measures of cultural competence that serve
successfully as dependent measures in a variety of studies do not necessarily measure what
they purport to measure (i.e., the Cuitral Intelligence Scale).
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Table 4. Black Expatriate Adjustment Scale, organized by subscale

General Adjustment

. Living conditions in general

. Housing conditions

Food

. Shopping

. Cost of living

. Entertainment/recreation facilities arapportunities
. Health care facilities

NoO A WN R

Interactional Adjustment

8. Socializing with host nationals

9. Interacting with host nationals on a day to day basis
10. Interacting with host nationals outside of work

11. Speaking with host nationals

Work Adjustment

12. Specific job responsibilities

13. Performance standards and expectations
14. Supervisory responsibilities

Note.Question format: Respondents are asked to indicate orpaiiit
scale the extent to which they feel adjusted in eattthe 14 domains.

Thomas and Lazarova (2006) argue that the relationship between performance and
adjustment is unclear, ranging frormegligible to moderate in studies and metaanalyses.
Therefore, substituting adjustment measures (such as two of the Blamnstrument
subscales) for a performance criterion is probably not justified.

The Mol Metaanalysis

Researchers are advised to be cautious in interpreting reviews or metmnalyses
involving 3C and performance- T 1 A(@005) ine@aBafalysis ofpredictors of
performance in overseas civilian assignments stands at the time of this writing as the best
source for identifying stable predictors of performance criteria that does not rely on self
reported work adjustment (i.e., the Black instrument) We examinedthe literature base of
this meta-analysis in detail to ascertain the quality of criterionperformance measures it
employed. Mol et al. based their findings 088 research reports(30 studies), 22 of which
we were able to obtain Table 5 presents the frequencies of three types of performance
measuresemployed in the studies they reviewed It can be seen that a substantial
proportion of studies used in the metaanalysis used only selfeport performance
measures.
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Table5. Performance measures used in the Mol
et al. (2005) metaanalysis

Selfreport of own performance*
Peer evaluations
Supervisor evaluations

8
6
8
Supervisor and peer evaluations 2

* Excludes studies in which peer or supervisor
evaluations were alsased

Summary of Performance Measures

Table 6 presents a list of the criteria that we identified inboth primary and
secondary instruments While some studies employed performance criteria such as
manager or peer performance ratings, most did nofTable 6 shows that a variety of work
(or academic) related attitude or commitment measures, usuallgelf-report, were used
instead of performance evaluations. We included situational judgments tests as
performance measures for the current analysis. When no critem validity studies were
available, we looked at the relationship of the instrument to other instruments that were
found to be valid. We found that a criterion measure in one study might appear as a
predictor measure in another. For example, in one of thiew empirical studies using
instruments shown in Table 3 that employs a military sample, Abbe, Geller, and Everett
(2010) attempted to perform a criterion validation study of the Multicultural Personality
Questionnaire (MPQ) and the Intercultural Developrant Inventory (IDI) using the Cultural
Intelligence Questionnaire (CQS) as the criterion variable.
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Table6. Criterion Measures identified in the literature

Work and Academic Performance; Judgment

1
T
1

= =4 =4 =

= =4 =

Academic performance

Academic difficulties
Behavioracompetence (assessment cente
job applicants)

Classroom project grades

Tips received (hospitality)

Peerratings of interpersonal skills
Exchange students: host family evaluatior
of student academic success

Peer and selfatings of performance in a
dyad(Ang)

Manager performance evaluation

Peer performance evaluation

Manager rating of OCBs

Work- and Academicelated Attitudes

= =4 =4 -4 -8 -9

= =

Job satisfaction

Classroom team commitment

Classroom identification with team
Emotional labor

Blackg selfrated work adjustment

Interest in working with people from other
cultures

Identification with a group in a videotape
Emotional reactions to workplace diversity
(selfreport)

Attitudes/opinions concerning effects of
workplace diversity on self
Attitudes/opinions concerning effeés of
workplace diversity on organization
Expected behavioral reactions to workplace
diversity

Psychological Adjustment

=4 =4 =8 =8 -8 -8 -8 faoa s oo

=a =

SWB: Subjective Well Being
Mental health

Physical health

Satisfaction with life

Zung depression scale
Homesickness

Selfreported stress
Selfreported behavior in private
Hopelessness

Contentment

Culture shock

Happiness

Beck Depression Inventory
Beck Hopelessness Scale
Situational judgment test closed ended;
openended

Selfesteem

Acculturative stress

Sociocultural Adjustment

=A =4 =8 -8 -9

=4 =4 =4 -4 -4 8 9 9

Peer support

Absence of negative social experiences
SCAS

Selfreported behavior in public
Selfratings of Intercultural interaction,
adjustment

Peer ratings of interaction adjustment
Social connectedness

Black interaction adjustment

Black general adjustment

Acculturation to host nation (food, etc.)
Number of ethnic foods eaten

Social interaction satisfaction
Selfreported communication effectiveness
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Other Measures Experimental manipulations, quaskperimental

T
1

=A =4 =4 =8 =4

Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) variables

Affect and identification with a person in 9 Study abroad program (pre/post)
scenario 1 Sensitivity training (treatment/control)
International orientation and international f Language training pedagogical method
career expectations and goals 1 Volunteer abroad program (pre/post)
Big5: neuroticism

Big 5: others Demographic variables

MCMI clinical scales
Critical thinking
Culture knowledge

Selfrated crosscultural experience

Foreign language fluency

Years worked abroad

Years studying abroad

Number of famiy members of different

ethnic/racial backgrounds

1 Number of friends of different ethnic/racial
backgrounds

1 Number of multicultural courses taken

= =4 =4 -4 -9
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Evaluation ofPrimary Instruments

For each of the primary measures, we present a summary of thkel OO OO AT 06 O
characteristics and three kinds of validity information: face, construct and criterionAs
each instrument is unique and the instruments differ in their role in 3C measurement, we
approachthese ninevalidation efforts in different ways.

Multi cultural Personality Questionnaire (MPQ)

The Multicultural Personality Questionnaire (MPQ) is a multidimensional
instrument that was created to measure multicultural effectiveness (Van der Zee & van
Oudenhoven, 2000). Multicultural effectiveness refers tauccessfully operating within a
new cultural environment, as well as having a feeling of webeing within the environment.
The instrument includes 91 items to which respondents indicate the extent to which the
statements are applicable to themselveen 5 point Likert -styles scales anchored byotally
not applicableto (5) completely applicable.

The structure of the MPQ was derived from a review of the literature on antecedents
to 3C (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000), similarly to oth@mpoundinstruments
such as the GCI. Seven constructs were identified in the literaturext from pp. 293-295):

1 Cultural empathy: ability to empathize with the feelings, thoughts, and
behaviours of members from different cultural groups

1 Openmindednessopen and unprejudiced attitude towards outgroup
members and towards different cultural norms and values

Emotional stability: the tendency to remain calm in stressful situations

Orientation to action: the tendency to initiate action versus a tendency to
wait and see

1 Adventurousness/curiositya tendency to actively search and explore new
situations and to regard them as a challenge

1 Hexibility: ability to learn from experience; able to switch easily from one
strategy to another; adjustment of behaviour whemver it is required

1 Extraversion:a tendency to stand out in a different culture

12 to 14 items were written to operationalize each of these constructsesulting in
an initial 91-item instrument. Initial item analyses suggested combining several of the
subscales to form a four subscale instrument (Openness, Emotional Stability, Social
Initiative (combining Adventurousness and Extraversion)and Flexibility). A new item
analysis, not reported in the literature, produced a 78tem instrument with five subscales:
the four subscales in the 2000 version plus Cultural Empath@ne study (Van der Zee, Van
Oudenhoven, & de Grijs, 2004) employed an 88m version. Afinal 91-item version of the
MPQwas developedby adding 13 new items to the 78tem version (Van Qudenhoven,
personal communication, Marchl9, 2012). Because published studies have used various
versions of the MPQ, validity information may be inconsistent from study to study.
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All of the subscalesxcept Cultural Empathyare related conceptually to theBig Five
although both Openness and Flexibility would be expected to be related to Openness to
Experience. This close resemblance of the MPQ to tBig Fivesuggests that the MPQ could
be viewed asaBig Fivemeasure contextualized to intercultural interaction.

Two studies have examined the factor structure of the five subscale MPQ@an der
Zee, Zaal, and Piekstsra (2003)erformed a confirmatory factor analysis with target
rotation in a sampleof job applicants. All subscales except Flexibility were supported in
this analysis. Leone, Van der Zee, van Oudenhoven, Perugini, and Ercolani (2005)
performed a multigroup confirmatory factor analysis to test for factorial invariance across
Netherlands and Itdy in samples of university students in which the MPQ was
administered in English and Italian, respectively. Items were combinedithin subscalesto
form three parcels per subscale. Leone et al. (2005) found the fifactor structure of the
MPQ was suppored in each of the samples and structural equivalence was satisfactory
across samples. Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven and de Grijs (2004) report the outcome of an
unpublished factor analysis that identified three higher order factors, Adaptation (items
from Emotional Stability and Flexibility), Openness (items from Cultural Empathy and
Openmindedness), and Social Initiative (items from Social Initiative). These higher order
AAAOT OO0 AOCA T1T1U PAOOI U Al 1T OEOOAT O xEdE 1 00
This analysis appears to have been performed on items rather than factor scores.

Face validity. All MPQ subscales appear to have good face validity. Examples of
items include (see Van der Zee 8an Oudenhoven, 2001):

| Cultural Empathy:Understands oth®® D AT b1 A8 O AEAAIT ET CO
1 OpenmindednessGets involved in other cultures

1 Emotional Stability:Can put setbacks in perspective

1 Social Initiative:ls inclined to speak out

1 Flexibility: Works mostly according to a strict scheméreverse-coded)

Construct validity. Relationships among the MPQ subscales were reported in at
least 11 samples (Leonest al.,2005; 2 samples; Martin, 2010; Van Oudenhoven, Mol, & Van
der Zee, 2001; Van der Zee & Brinkmann, 2004; Van Oudenhoven & Van der Zee, 2002; Van
der Zee & Van Oudehoven, 2001; Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven, & de Grijs, 2004; Van der
Zee, Zaal, & Piekstra, 2003) that included 2,632 responderakogether. Unweighted means
I £/ OEAOA Al OOAI| AfrfEansfddmatib@staie §hovenEnG bW
performed this analysis for studies that used both th@1-item and the 78item versions of
the instrument. Results were similar between these two versions, so Tablepresents
combined results. It can be seen that some of the subscales show strong interrelationships,
such as CulturaEmpathy and Openmindedness; Opeamindedness and Socidiitiative ,
and Emotional Stability and Social Initiative. Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven and de Grijs
(2004) found evidence for combining items from Cultural Empathy and Opemindedness
but their combination of items from Emotional Stability and Flexibility are less consistent
with these correlations. Social Initiative and Opemmindedness are also difficult to
distinguish psychometrically.
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Table7. Criterion Measures identified in théterature

MPQ Subscale OP ES Sl F
Cultural Empathy .58 13 42 14
(CE) (.16) (.11) (.14) (.11)
Openmindedness 31 .51 .39
(OP) (.09) (.17) (.09)
Emotional Stability .46 .39
(ES) (.10) (.08)

.39
Social Initiative (SI) (.07)
Flexibility (F)

Note. Standard deviations ofgcores (converted to
correlations) are shown in parentheses. N=2,632

To help resolve this issue, we performed a principal components analysis on the
correlations presented in Table7 using oblique rotation. A large first factor accounting for
50% of the variance included Cultural Empathy and Opemindedness. A weaker second
factor accounting for 21% of the variance included Emotional Stability and Flexibility.

Social Initiative loadedon both factors. Thus, the iterrlevel higher order factor analysis
reported by Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven and de Grijs (2004) was replicated in this larger,
PDiT1AA OAIPI A8 (1 xAOBAOh 31T AEAlI )T EOEAOQEOA
validity in its relationships to other subscales, suggesting either a more stringent item
analysis that would remove items from this subscale that might belong on other subscales,
or dropping the subscale and moving some of its items to other subscales.

Several studies have examined the convergent/discriminant construct validity of
the MPQ using varying types of samples and instruments. Two of the MPQ subscales, ©Open
mindedness and Emotional Stability, were originally identified from the Big Five model.
Using the earlyversion of the MPQ, Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven (2000) found good
convergent validity for both subscales but weaker discriminant validity for Open
mindedness in that this subscale was also related to extraversiors.50. Using the NEO as a
baseline, itappearsthat Sociallnitiative assesses extraversion and Flexibility assesses
extraversion and openness.

Leone et al. (2005) replicated the MP@ig Five findings of Van der Zee and van
/ OAAT ET OAT 8 O-mindetress, $acial/InBidkive, and Emotional Stability were
strongly related to the Big Five factors of Openness to Experience, Extraversion, and
Neuroticism, respectively. Additionally, Cultural Empathy was stronglyelated to Openness
to Experience, and Flexibility was strongly (negativelyjelated to Conscientiousness.
Discriminant validity was found for Openmindedness and Flexibility.

The relationship between the MPQ and the Big Five was examined by Van der Zee,
Zaal, & Piekstra (2003) using composite scores based on several other measures (Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule, etc.) rather than a traditional Big Five instrument such as
the NEO. Psitive relationships were found between Social Initiative and Extraversion and
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between Emotional Stability and the Emotional Stability. Opemindedness was related to
Openness to Experience.

Convergent validity was also found between the Flexibility ancheasures of
sensation seekingand intellectual rigidity (Van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, 2000). Van der
Zee, Zaal, & Piekstra (2003) found that Social Initiative and Emotional Stability were
strongly negatively related to Social Anxiety and Inadequacy on thidederlandse
Persoonlijkheids Vragenlijst (NPV), a multidimensional personality instrument. However,
the relationship between Agreeableness and Cultural Empathy was weaker than expected.
Flexibility was strongly related to NP\Rigidity, but was more strongy related to Openness
to Experience.

Leone et al. (2005 found Openrmindedness was significantly (positively) related to
Need for Cognition while Flexibility was significantly (negatively) related to Cognitive Need
for Closure, and Opemmindedness was sigificantly (positively) related to Learning
Orientation while Flexibility was significantly (negatively) related to Performance
Orientation.

Discriminant validity was poorer than expected. It was assumed that the MPQ would
be unrelated to cognitive abilitysince there is a weak association between personality and
cognitive ability, but Van der Zee, Zaal, & Piekstra (2003ound that Cultural Empathy,
Openmindedness, and Flexibility were significantly correlated with verbal ability.

Criterion validity. The criterion validity of the MPQ has been examined using a
broad range of criterion variables. Leong (2007) examined the relationship between the
MPQ and the Sociocultural Adaptation Scale (SCAS), hypothesizing that increased
intercultural competence would lead to reduced behavioral difficulties as measured by the
SCAS. As expected, the MFEQcial Initiative scale was found tdve negativelyrelated to
behavioral difficulties for exchange students. He also found that Social Initiative was
positively related to psychological adjustment (depression) onthe 01 C6 0 $ADPOAOOEIT 1
However, the expected relationship between Flexibility and depression was not foun@ihe
MPQ was related to adjustment of students living overseas (van Oudenhoven & Van der Zee,
2002) and pre-departure scores on Social Initiative were found to best predict adjustment
once students were two to three months into an exchange program (Leong, 2007).

Van der Zee & van Oudenhoven (2000) found that Social Initiative predicted
multicultural effectE OAT AOO xEEI A &1 AGEAEI EOU POAAEAOAA O
AAOAAOGS AT A OET OAOT ACGETT Al 1T OEAT OAOEIThoée 1 OAO
score also predicted variability in international orientation and interest in an international
career over and above the Big Five (Van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, 2000; Leone, et al.,
2005), demonstrating incremental validity. These findings are consistent with the idea that
the MPQ is in part a contextualize®ig Fivemeasure.Incremental validity was also shown
ET OEA -0160 AAEI EOU Ol DOAAEAO AAEOOOI AT O 160
efficacy (van Oudenhoven & Van der Zee, 2002; Abbe, Gulick, & Herman, 2008), with
Emotional Stability the best predictor of (physical and psychological) persai adjustment
and social adjustment, and Flexibility the best predictor of job satisfaction and perceived
social support (van Oudenhoven et al., 2003).
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Conclusion. The MPQ is highly derivative of earlier antecedent constructs and
measures,in particular Big Fiveinstruments, but appears to offer some incremental value
over these instrumentsthrough its contextualization. Face, construct and criterion validity
are generally satisfactory with the exception oéxcessivesubscale overlapThe MPQ is
most probably a 3-dimension instrument. Some psychometric information has nbbeen
published, unfortunately.

Sociocultural Adaptation Scal(SCAS)

The SCASvas developed in response to a call for a better integration of conceptual
research in the area of cultural adptation (Ward & Kennedy, 1999). It is viewed by the
authors as an assessment of intercultural competence with an emphasis on behavioral
domains (Ward & Kennedy, 1999). Ward and colleagues proposed the nagcepted
conception of a twedimensional approachto viewing cross-cultural adaptation: a
psychologicaldomain (e.g., emotional/affective, psychological welbeing, satisfaction) and
a socioculturaldomain (e.g., behavioral, ability to fit in, acquire culturally appropriate
skills). The SCAS is a measure of sociocultural adaptation.

The SCAS wasspired by Furnham and Bochner's (1982) 46tem Social Situations
Questionnaire (SSQand an unclear number oftems were taken directly from the SSQ in
early versions of the SCAS. The remainder of SCAS items were written to tap the social
situations faced by sojourners, such as food, climate, institutions, and dealing with dtor
day events. Face validity of the S&S appears to be good, but we are not aware of a study
that attempts to systematically determine, in an actuarial manner, the social situations that
sojourners experience in daily life. A highly finduned sociocultural adjustment instrument
would require situation sampling over a variety of types of sojourn and is probably
impractical. The first use of a version of the SCAS was reported by Searle and Ward (1990),
but this paper does not present psychometric information besides the coefficiemlpha of a
16-item version (alpha=.81). Ward and Kennedy (1999) review 21 studies (samples) that
used various versions of the SCAS.

The current version of the SCAS includes 29 itemated onthe extent to which
respondents perceive difficulty in several aspects of oveeas living ona Likert scale(1=
Ol 1 AE A£E Kltte@dddficultyid) AThetatithors suggest that the SCAS includes two
subscales, Cultural Empathy and Relatedness and Impersonal Endeavors and Perils (Ward
& Kennedy, 1999). The Cultural Empathy ahRelatedness dimension measures cognition
(e.g., understanding local perspectives, values, and world views) and communication skills
(e.g., intercultural communication, making friends, making oneself understood).
Impersonal Endeavors and Peril@xaminesthe management of impersonal interactions
(e.g., bureaucracy, authority) and/or awkward situations (e.g., unsatisfactory services,
unpleasant interactions with people).High scoreson the overall scalendicate high levels
of sociocultural adaptation.

A revised version of the SCAS was recently developed (Wilson & Ward, 2010). See
http://cacr.victoria.ac.nz/projects/research -projects/jessie-project.

Face validity. Assessing sociocultural adjustment is essentially a situation sampling
problem. The interactions of sojourners with people, institutions, and characteristics of the
social and physical environment can produce positive and negative reactions, so a static
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assessment methodi.e.,an established survey instrument used in the same form across
sampleg needs to sample these situations sufficiently broadly to be appropriate for a

variety of types of sojourners, overseas activities, and types of locations. The SCAS appears
to accompish this broad sampling. Table ummarizes the items in the 29tem version of

the instrument. Ward & Kennedy (1999) report a smatsample factor analysis revealing

two factors that correspond to the Social Interaction andKnowledgesetsand to the

Obtaining Resources, Interaction With Institutionsand SociaEnvironment setspresented

in Table8. However we have been unable to replicate this structure (Gabrenya,

unpublished data).

Table8. Content of 29item Sociocultural Adaptation Scale

Social Interaction (10) Knowledge, Metacognition (7) Obtaining Resources (6)

9 Making friends 9 Taking a [nation of sojourn] 1 Getting food

perspective on culture

1 Making yourself understood 1 Localtransportation

§ Unpleasant people 1 Understanding [nation of sojourn] 1 Shopping

9 value system

1 Understanding humor 1 Accommodations

1 Social gatherings T political system 1 Worshipping

9 People staring at you T world view 9 Finding your way around

9 Seeing things from a [nation of

9 Communication with different ethnic . ; .
sojourn] point of view

group
1 Opposite sex 1 Understanding ethnic, cultural
differences

9 Talking about self with others i ) )
1 Seeing two sides of intercultural

1 Family relationships issue
Interaction With Institutions (4) Physical Environment (1) Social Environmenfl)
9 Following rules 1 Climate 1 Pace of life

1 Dealing with people in authority
9 Bureaucracy

9 Unsatisfactory service

Construct Validity. The majority of the SCAS validatiomesearch was conducted
using samples from New Zealand and Singapoveéhere the authors have been located
However, it has been used successfully in many cultural regions. Wils(@009) performed
a metaanalysis of the SCAS involving 67 studies in 10 countries with a total sample size of
N=10,286. SCAS total scores were related to several overseas experience variables that
would be expected to lead to greater sociocultural adaptain, including language anxiety,
r=-.44, language abilityr=.38, contact with host nationalsr=.29, perceived discrimination,
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r=-.43, cultural knowledger=.35, cultural experiencesr=.23, and length of residence in
overseas experiences=.26. Sociocultiral adaptationis related to individual difference
characteristics thatwould be expected tampair or enhance adjustment, including Big Five
neuroticism, r=-.36, the remaining Big Five factorg=.20 to .36, and cultural empathyr=.56.

The primary discriminant validity issue for the SCAS is the conceptual and empirical
relationship between sociocultural and psychological adjustment, or between the SCAS and
commonly used psychological adjustment instruments such as the Zung Depression Scale.
Ward, Okura,Kennedy and Kojima (1998) discussed this relationship, reporting
correlations in the .23 to .72 range. They noted that the two constructs should be most
highly related when the sojourner is embedded in the host culture, making sociocultural
adjustment crucial towell-being. This pattern suggests that sociocultural adjustment has a
causal relationship to psychological adjustment, although the reverse causal relationship is
also usually assumed. Brisset, Safdar, Lew#s)d Sabatier (2010) publishedpath analyses
showing psychological distress as antecedent to sociocultural adaptatiam an overseas
student sample.

Crosssectional studies report consistent good reliability ranging from .75 to .91
(M=.85) (Ward & Kennedy, 1999). Evidence of consict validity is provided within such
cross-sectional studies through the consistent positive correlation between SCAS and
sociocultural and psychological adjustment dimensions of the Zung Sedting Depression
Scale (range= .20 to .62;Ward & Kennedy, £99).

Criterion Validity. In this report, we treat sociocultural and psychological
adjustment as criterion variables, alongside performance, to examine the criterion validity
of other instruments. However, adjustment is commonly thought of as antecederu t
performance, so performance measures may be used to evaluate the criterion validity of
the SCAS. Specifically, Ward (2010) proposes that sociocultural adjustment enhances job
performance, while psychological adjustment leads to job satisfaction. Howevédiomas
and Lazarova(2006) state Ghe adjustment-performance relationship typically ranges from
non-rAGEOOAT &6 O xEAO AAT 111U AA AT 1 OEAAOAA AO
adjustment in the causal chain from antecedents to performanceisunctea j P8 ¢uv wd8 4
note that adjustment measures have been used as substitutes for overseas performance,
which necessarily obscures the relationship between the constructdasgoret (2006),
using a different measure of sociocultural adjustment, failed torfd a relationship between
adjustment and performance (supervisor ratings). Therefore, performance may not be a
suitable variable against which to evaluate the criterion validity of the SCAS. We were
unable to find any studies in which the SCAS was usedsitudies that included job
performance measures. HowevelGabrenya et al. (201} found a low, significant
correlation between the SCAS and performance on a situational judgment test derived from
Cushner and Brislin (1996)r=.20, in a sample of internation&students.

Longitudinal studies using the SCAS have reported that sociocultural adaptation
varies with the different transition stages; adaptation problems are greatest at the earliest
stages and then decrease with time (Ward & Kennedy, 1999). For exampWardet al.
(1998) found an inverted-U function over a oneyear period for overseas students. This
type of outcome, in addition to the convergent validity results for experiential variables, are
analogous to knowngroups validation in supporting the indrument.
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Conclusion. The SCAS appears to be a valid measure of sociocultural adjustment
suitable to a wide variety of sojourners and sojourns. Sociocultural adjustment may be a
less complex construct than psychological adjustment and therefore more easily measured.
We would like to see an event sampling or diary study that estimates the full domain of
social adjustment problems, providing an empirical basis for the domain of situations that
are mirrored in an instrument such as the SCAS. Because so many situations produce
outcomes that are far from affectively neutral, an exploration of the relationship between
sociocultural adjustment in the sojourner literature and affective events theory\Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996 would be illuminating. The reliance in this field on selifeport measures,
discussed in a later section, could hinder this research direction.

Giventhe considerable diversity of sojournersojourn experiences, a oneize-fits-all
situation sampling may not be possible. An alternate approach to situation sampling would
be to use broader subjective impression questions, as in the Black scales. For exianp
O/ OAOCAT T h AOA UT O OAOEOZEAA xEOE OEA NOAI EOU
rT ACGETT 1T &£ OI ET OOTYeo !'11 OEAOR -tuné thefsitudtienE£E A Q1 O
sampling for each assessment setting beginning with qualitative metho@sd concluding
with an item analysis. This approach may have practical value but would not allow
comparisons to other studies that used different sociocultural adjustment measures. The
situations encountered by military personnel deployed to other culturakegions are partly
represented in the SCAS item set, but a more focused instrument is necessary.
. Ax OAAETTITCEAO OEAO Ei POT OA 11 AEAOU 1 AO
own mobile devices, could facilitate advances in this research area. For miftggersonnel,
this and other techniques could be used to perform a situational analysis that, analogous to
a job analysis, would provide the basis for a set of sociocultural adjustment measures
focused on various MOSs and missions.

CrossCultural Adaptabiity Inventory (CCAI)

The CCAlwas developed in response to a call for anstrument that could measure

cross-cultural adaptability and anE T A E O by oliner@ct with diverse cultures )
(Kelley & Meyers, 195). Crosscultural adaptability referstol T A8 © AAEITI EOQU O1T AA
in another culture and willingness to interact with member of that other culture(Davis &
Finney, 2006).The CCAIl is a proprietary instrument for which the instrument developers
havenot published customary instrument development or psychometric information.
However, such information issaidtobeAOAET AAT A ET OEA DOOAEAOAAI A
___ The CCAl consists of 50 itemmted on a sixpoint Likert type scalej p E OAAEET EOAI
O00A6 OM AERYEE O Alltbasfodr €ibséaed A 6

1 Flexibility/Openness (FO)

1 Emotional Resilience (ER)

1 Perceptual Acuity (PAC)

1 Personal Autonomy (PA)

The FOsubscale measures the tendency to be opeminded through 15 items. The
ERsubscale consists of 18 items and measurési Aabilidy to remain positive when
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confronted with the unfamiliar8 0! # EO | AAOOOAA AU teveloE OATI O Al
effectiveness and comforivhen interacting with those from another culture. The lasseven

items measurePA 1 T AaBilily to maintain a positive persoral identity even whenfaced

with negativecircumstances High scoreon the overall scalendicate high levels ofcross

cultural adaptability. In its initial development, the CCAI consisted of 5 subscal&xsitive

regard for otherswas included in addition to the 4 subscales listed above. Aipcipal

components analysis ofhe items indicated the four current subscales of the instrument

Face validity . The development of theCCAlstemmedfrom a review of the literature
and as well as the use of panel ofsubject-matter experts. Sample items include:

1 Flexibility/Opennesd-0:1 believe that | could live a fulfilling life in another
culture

1 Emotional Resilienc&R:I have ways to deal with the stresses of new
situations

Perceptual AcuityPAC:l have a realisic perception of how others see me

Personal AutonomyPA:| feel free to maintain my personal values, even
among those who do not share them

The items are seHassessments of KSAs and therefore are subject to the recognized
problems in this assessment stratgy, as discussed in the Cultural Intelligence Scalection.
The items aregenerally high in face validity, in many cases similar to those found in
instruments that assess the same constructs, such as the NE©Owever, the PA subscale
appears to assess skefficacy.Unfortunately, only 9 of the items are reverse scored,
leading the common method variance issues discussed below.

Construct Validity . The structure of the CCAI was evaluated dyavis and Finney
(2006) usinga sample of university sophomores. Confirmatory factor analysis revealed
poor model fit usingmost CFA fit indices excepthe standardized rootmean square (SRMS)
which indicated adequate fit.Sgnificant overlap between factorswas noted in this analyss.
The CCAI publisher, Vangent, Inc., has pointed out A OE O AT A &ET T AU8 O OAI
only undergraduate students with little intercultural experience or motivation, calling into
guestion the usefulnessof their results (Vangent,personal communicdion, March 19,
2012).

Nguyen, Bidermanand McNary (2011) reexaminedthe structure of the CCAl in a
sample of undergraduate and MBA student3.hey observed that the CCAl, like many
instruments in this area, suffers from common method variance that inflagethe
relationships among subscales and reduces their ability to uniquely predict criterion
measures. They found that the four subscales were correlated with each other in the range
r=.76 to .94, but after removing common method variance, the correlatiomanged from
r=.54 to .91. They concluded that the CCAI subscales have poor discriminant validity. yrhe
did not test a CFA model controlling for common method variance that could evaluate the
structure of the scale.

Convergent validity findings for the CCA&re mixed. Nguyen et al. (2011) found that
18 of 20 correlations between CCAI subscales and Big Five factors were statistically
significant and 17 of them were above .30ndicating a complete lack otliscriminant
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validity. When common method variance waremoved, only 6 correlations were
significant. ER was related to Emotional Stability=.35, FO was related to Openness to
Experiencer=.21, as expected. However, ER and PA were also related to Openness to
Experience,rs=.26 and .39That the CCAI itemsre self assessmerd of abilities may
explain its relationships to other instruments that use this item style, such as the Cultural
Intelligence Scale Ang, Van Dyne, Koh, Ng, Templer, Tay, & ChandraselZz907),
impression management as measured in th8elfMonitoring Scale,and the Balanced
Inventory of Desirable Responding (Montagliani & Giacalone, 1998).

Criterion Validity . Three types of evidence are available to evaluate the criterion
validity of the CCAI: (1) correlational studies using adjustmerdnd performance criteria;
(2) experimental studies in which the CCAI was used to assess the effects of training or
overseas experience, and (3) correlational studies that included knowgroups type
variables.

Ward, Berno, and Main2002) found that international students highin ER and FO
had fewer individual psychological and sociocultural adaptation problemghan students
lower on these subscaledn a sample of Singaporean college students, Ang et al. (2007)
found low correlations betweenthe CCAland cross-cultural experience r=.05 to .14.Sizoo,
Plank, Iskat, & Serrie (2005)dund that CCAI scores diotel employeeswere related to
interpersonal skills, tips received job satisfaction, socid interaction satisfaction, foreign
language fluency andyears worked abroad,r=.17 to .28.Some of these correlations may
reflect the relationship between personal skills (e.g., language fluency) and sefficacy as
tapped by the CCAI, for others (e.qg., tips received), it is difficult to rule out a third variable
that leads to higher selfefficacy and better performance.

The CCAI appears to respond to study abroad experien&ackand Duhon(2006)
found increased CCAI scores on all subscales among American undergraduate students
following participation in a one month study abroad program in the U.KZielinski (2007)
found higher CCAI scores on all subscales for students who had studied abroad, and found
length of time abroad was positively relatedo scores in a postonly design.Kitsantas
(2004) found increasesin all CCAIl subscales except PAC after & 3veek study abroad
experience in Europe.

In training studies, Cordon (2009) found increases in ER, FO, and PAC among college
freshmen who attended a multicultural awareness retreatSimilarly, Majumdar, Keystone,
and Cuttress(1999) compared CCAI scores of foreighorn physicians before and after a
culture sensitivity training course in a prepost control group design. Training increased ER,
FO and PAC.

| OAOCAT T h AOAI OAGEIT T 1 £ OEthattbeldhle feén®dtoA OE OAOE
predict or respond to treatments as expected in some studies but not all, and not across all
subscalesThere islittle consistencyacross studies inthe relative strengths of relationships
between subscales and criterion variables The relationship of the CCAI to impression
management measures suggests that sehhancement or demand characteristics effects
cannot be ruled out in studies that find an effect of training or experience on CCAI scores.

Conclusion. Similarly to other antecedent variable measures, the CCAIl is derivative
of earlier instruments, contextualizing personality constructsfor intercultural situations.
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Therefore, the CCAI may be viewed as an antecedent instrument, even though it is
commonly used to assess psychagical change in response to shosterm manipulations

such as workshops that would not normally be expected to produce change in antecedent
characteristics.We speculate that the CCAI assesses sadhfidence in the several domains
addressed by its subsdas, so trainings or experiences that build selfonfidence in these
domains lead to changed selfoncepts. Hence, as a measure of the effect of study abroad or
expatriate assignment experiences, it may show that the sojourner has had a positive
experiencethat increased selfassessed KSAs, even though objective measures might not
find real change in KSAdlt is also conceivable that respondents are reducing dissonance or
enhancing consistency by reporting and/or accepting higher cultureompetence KSAs
following experiences thatmost people expectvould improve suchKSAs.

Although the subscales of theource constructsfrom which the CCAI was derived
such as the Big Five, show discriminant validity, the CCAI subscales do stobw
discriminant validity, even when common method variance is removed to accommodate
the problem of most items being written in a positive (favorable to respondent) direction.
As a proprietary instrument, it shares the problem of insufficient, or insufficiently
publically available, psychometric information.In a review of scales measuring cross
cultural competence Abbe, Gulick,and Herman (2007) concluded thatthe CCAIl is not a
valid scale and should not be relied orLikewise, Sinicrope, Norris, & AOAT AAAS O | ¢nmy
critique of the shortcomings of the CCAfeflects ours, although we find better criterion
validity evidence than they do.

Intercultural Adjustment Potential Scale (ICAPS)

The ICAPS was developedy David Matsumoto and his collaborators @San
Francisco State Universityto assess individual differenceshat predict overseas adjustment
(Matsumoto, LeRoux, Ratzlaff, Tatani, Uchida, Kim, & Araki, 200I)linex EOE - AOOOI T Ol
other research programs, the instrument focuses on emotion. Begimg with the
reasonable assumption that many crossultural encounters engender negative emotions,
the ICAPS development strategy was to identify personality characteristics that predict
emotional responses to novel cultural contexts. To do so, an initisém pool was generated
from a set of established clinical and personality instruments that assessgulation of
emotion, characteristics that have been found in some studies to predict overseas
adjustment, measures of psychological welbeing such as théBeck Depression Inventory,
clinical instruments such aghe Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), and
Big Five measures, in addition tmew items written for the item pool. Early research
focused on the adjustment of Japanese in the U.S. bubsequent studies employed a wider
set of samples.

The ICAPS consists of 5&evenpoint Likert type items on which respondents
indicate the extent to which the items describe themselveaccurately. Total ICAPS scores
are used in much of the research bubur subscalesthat in some cases share itemwere
identified in a principal componentsanalysis Emotional Regulation (9 items) Openness (7
items), Flexibility (6 items), andCreativity, later termed Critical Thinking(7 items). The
criterion used for inclusion of an item in a subscale was a factor loading greater than .196
(varimax rotation of the 4-factor solution). The four factorsincluded 25 items and
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accounted for 18.6% of the total variance in the PCA, swst itemsin the total score are
not included in the subscalesnor do the subscales account for a large portion of the total
scale variability. This unusual structureimplies that full scale scoresmay evidence
relationships to other instruments and criterion variablesat variance with subscale scores
(see below).

The Emotional Regulationsubscale is said to assedhe extent to whichpeople
&ngage in clear thinking about intercultural incidents without retreating into
psychological defensed | - AOOOI T O1T tAO Al dBC8hnEPh BAOAI U A
fearful.6Opennessand flexibility are assessed bytemssuchas®O) 1 EEA O x1 1 AAO ,
origins ofthe universed AT A O) OEET E x1 | KA @Al 0140 ARAOGA AD
# OA A O E O E @dsire fotselffdireétidn@nd freedom from arbitrary constraintd
(Matsumoto et al., 2001 p. 5051h A8 C8 h O 3skhé e wdy @ teAch théndGlivén
the heterogeneity of the items, internal consistency reliability values the English version
ranged from alpha=.47 to .93over several studies cited in this sectin, with most falling in
the .70 t0.80 range Alpha coefficients for the subscales range from .43 to .6€APS &idies
that report total scoresand subscalescoresnormally calculate all scores such that higher
values indicate greater potential for intercultural adjustment.

Face validity . Face validity of the ICAPS igroblematic, with subsequent
implications for evaluating its construct and criterion validity. Although the subscale
assignments and scoring weights of items included in the current, commercial version of
OEA )Y#1 03 AOA DPOI POEAOAOUh OEA OOAOAAI AOG EAAI
factor analysis suggest that the Emotion Regulatigrilexibiity, and Creativity subscales
items assessunintended constructs. The Openness subscale appears to have good face

validity.

Emotion RegulationThe Emotion Regulation items appear to assess trait anxiety,
depression or subjective welA AET Ch AA®DPHL @) OBAAIEA OEA OEI Ao A
AAT OO OEET CO OEAO 1 EGEO CI x-OsedEmstion Redulatbre A E OA
Scale (Gross John, 2003h  Avghersl ivantQo feel morepositiveemotion (such as joy or
amusement) Ichange what |l amE E T E ET Qitali&shini odginél) , they appear to assess
some of the outcomes of successful emotional regulation. As such, the ER subscale would
best be considered a measure of psychologicadljustment.

Flexibility. Matsumoto does not define flexibiliy, but implicitly aligns it with the
Flexibility/ Openness subscale of the CCAf we assume he defines it similarly, i.ean
ETAEOEAOQOAIT 6 O O Aninliell bl oper&dwardofherA Thé tdrd flexibility is
widely and variously usedin psychology, however, includingconcepts sucha® AT CT EOE OA
£l AGEAEI EOQUO j 1 AAOOOAA xEOE AlT Cl EOEOA OAOEOQh
Al AGEAE]T E OU dand ORI T ACARBAE | A OVGENA E e 6diéxample,] AT T OE ¢
Masuda and Tully (202) found a relationship between a construct they termed flexibility
and psychological adjustment, but they operationalized flexibility using a coping scalEhe
ICAPS% | AGEAE]I EOU OAAI A0 OEOAA OO0Ohrépllad®d EOAI O |
items in thesex equality componentand the sex and maldemale relationships domainof
the modernity scalein9 AT C8 O j ¢ 1t 1t o @Modeity &rintehtABICB®GU O0) OEEI]
xI I AT OET Ol A EAOA AO | OAE OA@OAI AEOAAATIT AO i
(loadings less than .30reverse scored) appeas to assess traditionality. The remaining two
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xAAE EOAI O AOA OEIi EI AO O OEA OI AEAAEI EOQU ATl A
ATT680 CAO 1 OAE bl AA OO OHexislityimbhy bécArsideted qpe of EOE DA
several components of modernity, but modernityand gender equalitywould not be

considered major componens offlexibility.

Critical Thinking.The Creativity (hereafter, Critical Thinking) subscale appears to
assess authoritarianismand traditionalityh ET A1 OAET ¢ EOAI O OEI EIl AO O]
Wing Authoritarianism instrument (e.g., Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 20044 EA OO1 OA1T A
xEOE AEEI AOAT 11T xAAAUO EO OEABa@th®sdnkdiodo® AT 180
Traditionality -Modernity instrumenth O4 EA AOAOACA AEOEUAT AAT ET ./
ARAEOEIT T 06 ATQG) TAIOAA AE®AMEOD EIhT AT DBAOOT T80 ! OO
to predict overseas adjustmeninconsistently (Hannigan, 1990) andis a component of a
widely-researched antecedent, ambiguity tolerancevhich shows some predictive validity
(see discussion of ambiguity tolerance elsewhere in this report)Ve know of no research
on the relationship between modernity or traditionality and overseas adjustment.

Construct Validity . Two kinds of convergent and divergent validity studies are
reported here: those using the fulscale ICAPS score and those focusing at the subscale
level.

Full scalescoresUnderstanding the ICAPS fulscale score requires an examination
of the 30 items that are not included in the four named subscales. Dawthtsumoto
generously provided ws with the itemsfor this analysis. Most of the items are relatedo
authoritarianism (including items that involve authoritarianism, conservatism, rigidity,
fatalism, traditionality; 11 items) or openness (8 items). Neuroticism seemed to
represented by 4 items, sekefficacy by 3, and agreeableness by 2. (Some itemsg ar
included in two of these sets.)

The ICAPS fulkcale score is related to the CCAlll scale score(see previous
section), r=-.45, but most strongly to itsEmotion Resilienceand Flexibiity/Openness
subscalegMatsumoto et al., 2001).The ICAPS shows dcriminant validity in that it is not
correlated with measures of ability, vocabulary (e.g., Concept Mastery Test), a test of verbal
creativity (e.g., Remote Associates Test) and a measure of spatial skill (e.g., Minnesota
Paper Form Board Test) (Matsumotet al., 2001).

Emotion regulation. Givenits face validity problems, the construct validity of the ER
subscale cannot bdully examined. A variety of relationships with adjustment criterion
variables supportsour face validity observations. The ICAPS ERubscale is related strongly
to the BDI, Big FiveNeuroticism, the Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory Dysthymia,

Avoidant, Debasement, and Borderlingcales. It is relatedo several measures of well

being and social adaptation, such as th@alifornia Pesonality Inventory Social Ascendancy,
Achievement, and WellBeing scalesand success in an i#basketexercise Yoo, Matsumoto,

&LleRouxj ¢mtmgeq & OT A OEAO OEA %2 OOAOAAT A POAAEAC
OET AE6 j POUAET I T CE AtdrmatioAalhsfudettAidtkel UlSHierakdhital ¢ E 1
regression analyses performed by Matsumotd_eRoux, Robles, & Campos,(&007) found

that the Openness, Critical Thinking, and Flexibility subscales contributed additional

explained variability to several measires of depression, anxiety, and wellbeing, but the
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Emotion Regulation subscale did nofThese findings areconsistent with our interpretation
of the ERsubscale as a measure of anxiety and depressjare., psychological adaptation,
rather than an anteceent to adaptation, 3C or performance.

OpennessThe ICAPS Opennessibscalehas been found to beelated to the Big Five
Openness scaler6=.57 and .34 in two studies) but weakly to the remaining Big Five scales,
therefore demonstrating good construct véidity. However,inconsistent with the construct,
it is also related tothe use of venting as a coping mechanisim one study( Savicki,
Downing-Burnette, Heller, Binder, & Suntinger2004).

Flexibility. The Flexibility subscale, as noted previously, is primarily a modernity
measure although it does include items that are related to flexibility in a broad sensEhe
ICAPS Flexibility subscale was found to be related to the California Psychological Inventory
(CPI) Flexibiity subscale,r=.36, as well as the CPI Socialization scdlee.,
conscientiousness)r=.36, and CPFNorm Favoring scal€i.e., acceptance of traditional rules
and social conduct)r=.42,(Matsumoto, LeRoux, Bernhard, & Grag004). Matsumoto et al.
(2004) report a regression analysis in which the CPI subscales were regressed on the
ICAPS subscales. The regression weight for the CPI Flexibility scale was b=.18. The best
unique predictors of ICAPS Flexibility in this analysis were Social Presence, Sozéation,
Intellectual Efficiency and @mmunality (bs from .29 to .36), i.e., extraversion
conscientiousnessintellectual self-efficacy, and the lie scale.

Critical Thinking.The Critical Thinking subscale has been found to be related to the
CPtTolerance r=.35, CPIResponsibility,r=.37, and altruism,r=.36, consistent with our
interpretation of the subscale as a measure of authoritarianisrfscored in the reverse
direction) .

Overall,these construct validity results show that the ICAPS is tapping into a
multitude of individual differences, not all of whichcorrespond to its intended constructs
Convergent validity findings are consistent with our reinterpretation of three of the four
subscales.

Criterion Validity . The concurrent and predictive validity of the ICAPS was
examined in a series of studies that employed wide set of criterion variablesthat focused
i AETTU 11 ETAEOEAOAI 005 asBheynij@ieditd othBroultkes T 1 T CEAAI
(Matsumoto et al., 2001; MatsumotpLeRoux, lwaméo, Choi, Rogers, Tatani, & Uchida
2003; Matsumoto et al., 2004).

Full scale score$:ull scalelCAPSscores werefound to be significantly correlated
with all adjustment measuresincluded in these studiegMatsumoto et al., 2001)such as
depression, axiety, OA O1 OOOA OET A E&nd well-teifd It hAfaBEBeEOAMO E T T h
to be related to self, peer, and other ratings of adjustment in sojourners £ .66 to .70) and
to measures of psychological adjustment and subjective welleing among sojairners (r
= .20 to .45Matsumoto et al. 2001, 2003)The robustnessof these results wasvaluated
by controlling for individual differences variables (e.g., gender, language, etd’he
predictive validity of the ICAPS was examined using a time seriessign (Savickiet al,,
2004). Results showed that indices of intercultural adjustment potential measured at the
AAOI U OOACAOG 1T &£ OOOAAT OOG6 OT EIT 601 xAOA DPOAAEA
the end of the sojourn(ICAPS Total Score=.39, Emotional Regulationr=.42).
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Unfortunately, the criterion validity findings in these studies are compromised byhe
presence of the ER subscale, which appears to measure a criterion variable, psychological
adjustment, so observed correlations involving the tadl score may be inflated Future
research that removes criterionrelated items from the ICAPS total score is needed to
better understand its validity.

SubscalesAs discussed above, the subscales do not appear to measure the
constructs after which they arelabeled, and the ER subscale iapparently a criterion
measure. Criterion validity research on the remaining subscales can be meaningful,
however. Openness has been found to be related poorly to a variety of clinical and
adjustment measures|r|s<.30.I1t shows some anomalous relationshipsvith anxiety, r=.56
and pessimism[=.35.

The ICAPS Flexibility subscalevhich we interpreted as modernity,was found to be
related to the Beck Anxiety Inventoryy=-.43, the Beck Hopelessness Inventoryz-.61, the
Beck Depression Inventoryr=-.38, psychological adjustment to a new culture=.53, and
the Satisfaction with Life Scale=.42 (Matsumoto et al., 2007); andhe MCMI desirability
and compulsive scales (negatively) (Matsumoto et al., 2001). Hence, the FGAFIexibility
subscale most strongly measures or predicts psychological adjustment. Modernity is
difficult to distinguish from liberalism and social position (middle class), both of which are
related to cognitive style and coping style in response to stssors (Kohn & Schooler, 1983
Mirowsky & Ross 2003). Hence, the relationships of ICARBlexibility to clinical measures
may be due to its preponderance of segquality modernity items.

Critical Thinking (interpreted here as the inverse of authoritarianismand
traditionality) evidences few strong relationships with clinical and adjustment measures,
|r|s<.30. The exception is its relationship to the BDi=-.40 and overall contentment, +.40,
among international students in Matsumoto et al., (2007; signs rearsed from published
table).

Other criterion measuresYoo et al. (2006) used the JACBART, a measure of emotion
recognition ability, as a criterion variable. The ER subscale was related weakly to the total
JACBART scores.22, and somewhat more stronglyo some JACBART subscales.
(Matsumoto et al, 2004 also included the JACBART but they did not report relationships
between the ICAPS and the JACBART.) Matsumoto et al. (2004) used an organizatioral in
basket exercise that was scored by assessors on ninengnsions as a criterionvariable.

The ICAPS total scoreas related weakly to the inrbasket total scorer=.23; the highest
correlation among the 40 calculationsvas between the Openness subscale and the in
basket written communication dimension.

Conclusion. The ICAPS, a compounsiyle collection of theoretically relevant
construct measures, is explicitly derivative in its genesis in the item sets of earlier
personality and clinical instruments.The ambitious research program performed around
the ICAPS haprovided a great deal of useful information about a host of constructs that
are interesting to theoretical and applied researchers in the intercultural adjustment
domain. The instrument requires a revision if it is to be used in theoretical research. te
ER subscale items were removed, the full scale score would be useful in applied research to
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predict psychological adjustment. Unfortunately, the current version of the ICAPS lacks
sufficient construct validity for use in theoretical or modetbuilding studies.

Culture Intelligence ScalCQS)

Background and Instrument Overview. # O1 OOOAI ET OAT 1 ECdnl AA | #1
ET AEOEAOAI 60 AAPAAEI EOU Orcultmdly dvergeisdttinggdd A | AT AC
(Ang,et al, 2007, p. 336) orO Bystem ofinteracting knowledge and skills, linked by
cultural metacognition, that allows people to adapt to, select, and shape the cultural aspects
of their environmentd ThHomas et al., 2008, p. 127CQ is multidimensional in that itis
usually interpreted to include four dimensions: metacognition, cognition, motivation, and
behavior, each of which should be considered in culturally diverse environments.
- AOAAT CT EOEOA #1 OAEAOO O ET AEOEAOAI 608 AT1 0O
acquiring andunderstanding cultural knowledge# T CT EOEOA #1 OAEAOO O E
knowledge of the different norms, practices, and conventions within different cultures that
have been attained via personal experiences and education. Motivational CQ refers to
individualO6 xEI 1 ET CT AOGO O AEOAAO OEAEO AOOAT OET I
and functioning within culturally different environments. Finally, behavioral CQ refers to
ET AEOEAOAI 06 AAEI EOU Oi APPI U Al OgwithAOAAIT AT A
individuals from different cultures (Ang, Van Dyne, & Koh, 2006; Templer, Tay, &
Chandrasekar, 2006\Ward, Wilson& Fischer, 2011).

The most commonly used measure of CQ iset Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQSan
Dyne, Ang& Koh, 2008,2009). Devebpment of the CQS was based on a comprehensive
review of the intelligence and intercultural competency literatures, as well as interviews
with SMEs (executives with global work experience). In developing the CQS, 53 items were
written to represent the four dimensions (about 13 per dimension; Ang et al., 2007The
authors claim that only positively worded items were used since factor analysis tends to
add additional factors for negatively worded items. Raters then narrowed down the
number of items until eat dimension had 10 items. CFvas usedto confirm the four
dimensions, using an initial sample ofmostly femaleundergraduate students from
Singapore.The CFA resulted in researchers retaining a final set of 20 itemEhe CQS was
then crossvalidated with a second mainly female sample @ingaporeanundergraduates,
wherein the researchers found good fit for the fousfactor model. The four dimensions
were also found to generalize across countrie3.hey replicated the fourfactor structure in
a sample of undegraduates from Michigan StatdJniversity in the United States The final
instrument includes: metacognitive CQ (4 items), cognitive CQ (6 items), motivational CQ
(5 items), and behavioral CQ (5 items).

Sample items include:

1 CQSMetacognition:l amconscious of the cultural knowledge | use when
interacting with people with different cultural backgrounds

CQSCognition:1 know the cultural values and religious beliefs of other cultures
CQSMotivation: | enjoy interacting with people from different cultures

CQSBehavior:I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when a cross
cultural interaction requires it
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FaceValidity . We examined the face validity of the CQS at the subscale levEhe
face validity of CQSCognitionis reasonable, as each item represents a domain of societal or
cultural knowledge. The primary problem with the CQSCognition subscale is that it relies
on selfreports of cognitive abilities, which has been shown to be a poor measuoé¢ actual
ability (e.g.,Paulhus, Lysy & Yik, 1998). Similarly, th€QSVetacognitionsubscale calls on
OEA OAODPITAAT O O OAPT OO PI OOAOOEdjustimyE AT 1 BIT A
cultural knowledge as | interact with people from a culture that is unfamiliar to rA 8Téus,
similarly to self-report measure of emotional intelligence, it is unclear if respondents are
judging their personal attributes correctly or if the measures areeflect self-efficacy or
overconfidence.

The CQSMotivation subscale does not corrgsond well to the constructit seeks to
operationalize. It assessegattitudes,0) AT ET U E1 éocbl®ffok Giffefeq@ x EOE D
A D1 O Gakdtbonfidence,0) Al AT 1T £AZEAAT &6 OEAO ) thddi OI AEA
OEAO EO O1 AhieditenisAgpeattd asdeds 8ajourner sociocultural and

POUAEI 1T CEAAT AAEOOOI AT Oh O) Al Ail ZEAAT O OEA
Ol ZAT E1 EAO OI 1 Ahs O) Ai OOOA ) AAl AAAI xEOE
I Ax Ol | AnéconfidenAtha®l)can Aet accustomed to the shopping conditions in a

AEEEAOAT O AOI OO0OAB8SH
CQSBehavioris operationalized as selfreported intercultural competence
exclusivelyin the domains of verbal and nonverbal behavior In this sense, the subscale
resemblesa measure ofntercultural communication competence(ICC; Wiseman, Hammer
& Nishida, 1989).ICCisselassessed 1 AT i D1 A@ Al I bRuébhhuselAdd OOAE
silence differently to suit different crossA O1 OO OA T Hamcé) héfack Vaityas \vell
as the content validity ofthe CQSMotivation and CQSBehavior subscales are suspect.

Construct Validity . Convergent validity was examined by comparing the four CQS
factors to four Emotional Intelligence (EI) factors (Ang et al., 2007). Asxpected, a
moderate (positive) relationship was found between the CQS and each of the El factors
(Ang et al., 2007). Discriminant validity was also examined and found between the CQS and
the following measures:Big Five,CCAI, general mental ability, th&l total score, the CIDM
(Cultural Judgment and Decision Making), interactional adjustment, and wellbeing (Ang et
al., 2007). Ang et al. (2006) examined the relationship between the CQS and Personal
Characteristics Inventory (PCI), whiclessentially consigs of the Big Five. It was
hypothesized that conscientiousness would be relatetb CQSMetacognition,
agreeablenessand emotional stability would be related toCQSBehavior, extraversion
would be related toboth CQSMotivation and CQSBehavior, and that ognness to
experience would be related to all CQsubscales As expected, conscientiousnesgas
positively related to CQSMetacognition and agreeableness was related t€QSBehavior.
However, unexpectedly, emotional stability was negatively related t6QSBehavior. The
authors suggested that being calm and evetempered inhibits verbal and nonverbal
displays of CQ (Ang et al., 2006). Extraversion was found to relate@GQSMotivation, CQS
Behavior, and although not hypothesizedCQSCognition. Last, aexpected, openness to
experience positively related to all four CQ subscales

4EA #136 EAAA OAI EAEOU DOl Al Ai 6 AEOAA POAO
subscales actually measure? Gabrenya et al. (20Xdministered the CQS to domestic U.S.
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students and to international students studying in the U.S. and Germany along with
measures of cultural knowledge and experience, cultural attitudes, personality, safficacy,
social competenceand adjustment andperformance criterion measures Path modelsthat
included direct effects between antecedent variables and criterion variables, and
extraneous personality, efficacy and social competence variables, revealed that the CQS
subscales failed to mediatdetweenantecedent and criterion variables. For examig, a
multiple choice measure of culture knowledge predicted a situational judgment test (SJT)
criterion but the CQSCognition subscale did not mediate actual knowledge and SJT
performance. Overall, only 1 of 14 path models that were examined supportedgtiCQS.

Incremental validity.Studies of the incremental value of the CQS over preexisting
antecedent variables haveeported mixed findings. Van Ayn and colleagues have reported
several studies that show incremental validity of the CQS over Big Five amdelligence
measures (e.g., Ang et al., 2007), but Warischer, Lam, anéiall (2009) found no
incremental value in predicting four measures of psychological and sociocultural
adjustment. Gabrenya et al. (2011) also found no incremental validity in theget of
antecedent predictors of sociocultural adjustment, psychological adjustment, and
situational judgment.

Criterion Validity . Most criterion validity studies of the CQS have focused on
concurrent validity. Templar et al. (2006) examined the relationsips betweenCQ$S
Motivation and realistic job preview (RJP)realistic living conditions preview (RLCP),

" 1 A Avérlg @eneral,and interactional adjustment, and previous international assignment.
C(&Motivation was significantly related to all three adjusment factors, RLCP, and
previous international assignment, as expectedjut not to RJP and predicted work
adjustment over and above RJP, as expect¥dard et al. (2011) examined the relationships
between the CQS and psychological and sociocultuedjustment. CQSMotivation was
related to both types of adjustment andC(B-Metacognition wasrelated to less

sociocultural adjustment

Ang et al. (2007)found that CQSMotivation and CQSBehavior were predictive of
seltAT A OOPAOOEOI O thed &dfudtngeat scalésn Both AmeBEcartand
Singapore samples, while CQEetacognition and CQ&ognition predicted a cultural SJT.
1O AEOAOOOAA ET A DPOAOGEI OO OAAOEITTh "1 AAEGO x
in asking for selfperception of performance or ability. In a predictive validity study, Ward
et al. (2011) found thatCQSMotivation at the beginning of an academic term predicted
fewer psychological symptoms three months later. Thesend other findings generally
show that the behaviorand motivation subscales are related to adjustment while the
metacognition and cognition subscales are related to cognitive performance. However, as
Gabrenya et al. (2011) point out, it is not clear what the CQS subscales actually measure.

Conclusion. The CQ concept has become highly popular in several cultural fields and
has spawned a small cottage industry in selielp style books for managers. Thelandbook
of Qultural Intelligence(Ang & van Dyne, 208) appeared only six years after the
publication of EEOI AU AT A ' 1 Cc60 Ei Bl OOAT O ¢mnmo AITE EIT O
within and outside the academy attest to the timeliness of theonstruct. However,
measurement technology has lagged behind conceptual development. Some attempts have
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been made to create bleavioral measures of CQ, for example Thomas et al. (2011),
analogousto attempts to develop a behavioral measures of emotional intelligence (e.qg.,
Mayer, Salovey & Caruso, 2002kabrenya et al. (2011) concluded that the CQS measures a
combination of compdency and related constructs, mainly through the operation of
spurious third variables, so although it is often found to be related to criterion measures, it
is not suitable as a research instrument. #alid measure of CQ is still needed.

Global Competeneis Inventory(GCI)

The Global Competencies Inventory (GCI) is a proprietargompound instrument
created by a consulting company, the Kozai GroMendenhall, Stevens, Bird & Oddou,
2010). The instrument was deeloped deductively from a theoreticalconceptionof the
competenciesthat global leadersand corporate managers need to be effective in
interacting and collaborating with individuals from different cultures (Bird, Stevens,
Mendenhall, & Oddou, 200). The Kozai Group advertises thatite GCI haveen successfully
usedin 70 nationalities, thereby providing a broad nomative sample. The GCI is said to be
used in a variety of multicultural consulting contexts, such asxecutive coaching for
personal/professional development, €lection and promotion, measures of changes in
intercultural competencies, and as a vehicle to increase selfvareness in coss-cultural
and diversity courses.

The GCI was developedut of acomprehensiveinvestigation of the core
competencies thatresearch has found to beequired for global leadershipand effective
intercultural engagement (Mendenhallet al., 201Q. Six core dimensions of competencies,
with numerous competenciesnestedwithin each dimension, were identified. The authors
labeled these six dimensionscross-cultural relationship skills, traits and values, cognitive
orientation, global business expertise, global organizing expertise, and visioninthree of
the six dimensions identified were found to overlap with competencies that have been
found to contribute to overseas adjustment and performancelhesethree dimensions
encompass 16 competencies, as shown in TallePerception Management
competencieg refers to how an individual mentally approaches cultural differences
Relationship Managements competencieg OA EFA OO O AT ET AEOEAOQAI
developing and maintaining relationships with, and awarenessf, culturally different other.
Seltmanagement(6 competencie OA EFA OO O1T OEA OOOAT COE AT A
sense of seHidentity and ability to effectively manage thoughts, emotions, and responses to
stressful situations.Thus, it can be seen that the GCl is highly comprehensive and attempts
to cover the complete range of antecedents that have been identified theoretically or
empirically in the sojourner adjustment and performance literature.
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Table9. GCICompetencies and Validities

Competency

Constructs

Validity

Perception Management
NonjudgmentalnesgNJ)
InquisitivenesgIN)
Tolerance of AmbiguityTA)

CosmopolitanisnfCO)
Interest Flexibility(1F)

- Ethnocentrism, Openness, Relativisn

Openness, Relativism

= Uncertainty avoidance, Ambiguity
tolerance

Interest in foreign cultures

Ability to adjust interests and habite
host culture

Mixed
Poor
Mixed

No evidence
Mixed

Relationship Management
Relationshignterest (RI)
Interpersonal EngagemexiE)
EmotionalSensitivity (ES)

SelfAwarenesgSA)
Social Flexibilit{SF)

Extraversion, sociability:social anxiety
Extraversion, sociability, social skills
Agreeablenesseltmonitoring, social
skills

Selfinsight

Selfmonitoring

Good
Good
Good

No evidence
Mixed

Selfmanagement
Optimism(OP)
Selfconfidence(SC)
Selfidentity (SI)

Emotional ResiliencER)
Nonstress TendencfNT)

StresdMlanagement(SM)

Optimism,~depression

Selfefficacy, locus of control

Positive self image (independent self
construal), confidence in own values,
integrity

Hardinessperseverance

Emotional stability, patience,
—neuroticism

Emotional resilience, effective coping
strategies

Confounded*
Good
Good

Good
Good

Good

Note. - indicates inverse or opposite relationship with competen€gnstructs in parentheses are
claimed by the author but disputed by the present research#?sedictor is a criterion construct.

Face validity . An initial pool of 311 items was validated on darge sample inwhich

oyhb

x AOA O ®OIOG®AIOWEICNT TOU S

Al Dl $tuddnts.Orhelfihalsetmf b

x AOA

items is said to showacceptable reliability andto load on the correct factors. While content
validity of the GCI is good, the items were not available to us and we cannot assess their

face validity.

Construct validity. KozaiGroup does not make available construct validity
information for the GCland we were not able to obtain additional information from the
company.The authors examinedhe factor structure using a large, diverse sample in which
Gtandard survey construction procedures and techniques were used in evaluatinbe

ET EOEAT DIl
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that an exploratory analysis was conducted in which 16trong factors emerged each
composed of6 to 15 items with loadings above .30Most loadingswere in the .50 to .70
range. We cannot evaluate this study except to note that such a strong 16 factor solution is
rare (seeHouse, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 20@4,an example ofempirically
supporting the structure of a9-factor instrument). A confirmatory factor analysis study

was not reported.Many of theconstructs listed in Table9 have been found tdoe related to
each other in other research suggesting that fewer than 16 identifiable constructs can be
operationalized.

Criterion validity. No criterion validity information is available for the GCI. Lacking
psychometric information about criterion validity, we evaluated the nomological network
of the 16 constructs thatthe authors chosea priori to create the instrument.Using
- AT AAT E Al(2D10)A€scriptibraobtit@ constructs, we attempted to map them against
constructs that have been examined in several reliable sources such as matwmlyses and
reviews. The criterion validity of each of these constructs against psychological adjustment,
sociocultural adjustment, or performance measures was investigatedh doing so, we
anticipate the Framework criterion validation reported in a later section. Tabl® shows the
results of thisanalysis.Goodvalidity indicates constructs that map well againsthose that
have been studied, and support was found in a metnalysis or review. Mixedindicates
either weak support or conflicting findings.Poorindicates clearly negative results in a
meta-analysis. Overall, this strategy showed that the theoreticabntent of the instrument
is primarily but not completely supported. This evidence can be taken as support for the
content validity of the instrument but not its criterion validity, however.

Conclusion. The GCI is an ambitious instrument with apparently igh content
validity. In contrast to most other instruments in our primary set, it was designed to assess
a broad domain of antecedent constructs. Unfortunately, due to its proprietary nature and
the unlikely results of the one scale construction study desibed by the Kozai Group, we
have no basis for evaluating the quality or usefulness of the instrument.

Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)

The IDlis a proprietary instrument distributed by IDI, Inc., a consulting company
I xT AA AU OEA ET OOO0O0I AT 06 0 AvdnOdiinvdntorhcom andE OAE AT |
www.hammerconsulting.com). ltwasdevelopedET ¢mnmp OT 1 AAOOOA ET AEO
interpersonal sensitivity and interpersonal competencelt was revised in 2003 andagainin
2010(( AT 1T AOh ¢mppqQ8 )T OAOAOI OOOAT OAT OEOGEOEOU O
AbAOEAT AA OA1T AGAT O AOI OOOAT AEAEAAOCAiyOAOhSG xE
OEETE AT A AAO ET ET OAOAOI OOOAI ADPPOI POEAOA xA
422). The IDI measures intercultural sensitivity/competencein individuals, groups, and
organizations (Hammer, 2011).Individuals are considered to haventercult ural
competence if they have intercultural sensitivity (Hammer et al., 2003). The IDI was
originally created in order to measure intercultural sensitivity/competence as described in
the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS; Hammerteal.,2003; Bennett,
1986). Theinstrument consists of 50 items (paper and pencil or online) that take about 20
minutes to complete.
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Completion of the IDIplaces the respondent on the DMI®itercultural
sensitivity/competence development continuum. The continum consists ofDenial, a low
capability for understanding and adapting to cultural differencespefensein which the
ET AEOEAOAT OOGAO AT OO0 OAOOOO OEAi o PAOAADPOEI
other cultures; Reversal which is the oppositel £ AAEAT OAh xEAOA OEA 0060
perception is that the nonnative cultural group is seen as more superior than the
ET AEOEAOAIT & OMikniZatod) whire theCialividua fpcognizes some cultural
differences, but focuses on cultural commonailes and universal values that can mask the
cultural differences; Acceptancewhere the individual more fully explores cultural
differences and recognizes the need to understand different cultural perspectives;
Adaptation, where the individual is able toshift their perspectives and adapt their
behaviors to match that of another culture; andCultural Disengagementwhich is the
AAATET ¢ T &£ AAET ¢ AEOATTTAAGAA ATA 110 EOITU B
2009; Hammer 2011).

The development of the IDI began with a qualitative, interview study of an
international sample of people who had overseas experience (Hammer, Bennet, & Wiseman,
2003). Respondents were categorized according to their level of development on the DMIS,
and then the statements they made in the interviews were used to generate the initial22-
item pool. A panel of experts refined the assignment of items to DMIS categorias.
primarily U.S. sample, the majority of whom had lived overseasas used to perform intial
quantitative item analyses) OAT AT AT UOAO T £ OEEO PilT1l -xAO 00/
item instrument. Additional factor analyses and a series of confirmatory factor analyses of
the initial item pool usinga large, diverse sample led t® ) $ Ya 50-itefn instrument with
five subscales:

9 DD: Denial/Defense
f R:Reversal

1 M: Minimization

1 AA: Acceptance/Adaptation

1 EM: Encapsulated/Marginality

Hammer et al. (2003) report some limited validation findings in which low
correlations were found betweensord ) $) OOAOAAI A0 AT A 1 AAOGOOAO
and intercultural anxiety. This version of the IDI was translated to several other languages
and used in consulting workand researchfor several years, out of which came a large
multinational sample thatwA O OOAA O1 OAOEOEO OEA ET O000O0I
2009, 2011). The 50E OAT O) $) Oocd ET OO O Obedid, Defeisd O OAOA
Reversal Minimization, AcceptanceAdaptation, Cultural Disengagemen(formerly EM);
and two higher-order subscaks, Perceived Orientation (PO) and Developmental
Orientation (DO).The PO and DO subscales both place the respondent on the DMIS
ATl 1T OET 60i 8 4EA o/ AT AO Ol OOE/-assesiehtiviereasBEA O OA
the DO subscale does so based onth€d® | T AAT 06 O tedd tiaxdd vOnvelve E
respondentself-assignment to a position on the continuumd EA O) T AEOEAOAIT 00T ¢/
provided by the consulting company includes additional indices.

A1 O
T O
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The IDI is described by the author as a 3C measurefar than an antecedent or
enabler measure.

Face Validity. Sample items forthe IDI v2 instrument include:

1 DDscaleO) O EO APDPOI POEAOA OEA Ons aubitiethbiA AT 1T 1 €
Al O1 6ouas

 RscaleO0AT BT A A£OI
I OEAO AOI OO0OAOGO

T MscaleG/ OO AT i i 11T EOI Al EOUonkdnedtaddAO 11T OA AO
AE £FZAOAT AAOS

T AAscale®0) EAOA 1T AOAOOAA 1T AT U ET OOAT AAO T £ T E

—

i 60 AOI 00 adpechldfomi AOO O 1 .

(@]}

T CDscale®d) Al 110 EAAT GE AW Ox E EA Ix(E AKOOT) O EGRO A
We were not able to obtain sample items for the IDI v@7-subscale version, nor

were we ableto obtain a full item set for any version so we cannot exanine the face
validity of the instrument adequately.

No construct validation studies(specifically, convergent/divergent validity) of the
IDI have been published, to our knowledgeTherefore, the relationship of the IDI to other
measures employed in theiéld is not known.

In terms ofthe internal structure of the instrument (Hammer, 2011), he IDI v3
differs primarily from the IDI v2 in splitting two of the v2 subscales, Denial/Defense and
Acceptance/Adaptation. However, this attempt to reorganize the @ms at a finer level
appears not to have been successful given the strong relationship between Denial and
Defenser=.83, and the somewhat weaker relationship between Acceptance and Adaptation,
r=.64.Paige, Jacobf€assuto, Yershovak DeJaegher¢2003) found good but not perfect
support for the correspondence of IDI v2 and the DMIS and good support for a tvi@ctor
structure involving factorstheyl AAAT AA OAOET T OA1 AOGEOGAG AT A OAOE
Hammer (2011) provides details of the confirmatory factor analyss of the IDI v3
across at least eight nations. Howeveno evidence of crosscultural structural or metric
equivalence is offered, so it is not clear if the IDI can be used in culticemparative
research.

Criterion Validity . Predictive validity analyseswere conducted to determine if the
IDI was capable of discriminating among peopleRaigeet al, 2003). The authors attempted
to compute a total scoreon the assumption that the developmental sequence proposed in
the DMIS would hold true for estimates of AODT T AAT 006 BT OEOETT O 11 OE
generated from IDI subscale scores. In other words, they treated the IDI as a Guttman scale
but used a more complex scoring algorithm that could accommodate departures from a
strict Guttman scalogram structure Sixdemographicvariables were examined, age, prior
intercultural experience, prior language and culture studyhaving friends from other
cultures, and socializingwith people from other cultures, and gender. All demographic
variables except gender showed sigficant differences in IDI in the expected direction
except gender (for which no difference was expected).
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Hammer (2011) reports a study conducted in conjunction with a consulting
company on teams of recruiters for a highech multinational corporation. Team-level

DAOA&I Oi ATAA xAO AOAI OAOCAA Au OEA OAAI 06 PAOA

U.S. that were as diverse as the national norms for the industry. IDI DO scores at the team
level were related to performancey=.98, N=6.The datasetalso allowed for anindividual

level analysis,r=.43, N=71.Hammer (2005, in Hammer, 201} looked at the effect of study
abroad on IDI DO scores among high school students from nine countries. (This sample was
also usedto develop the IDI v3.)The study abroad expeience interacted with predeparture

IDI DO stage such thatby the end of the experiencestudents who began at a lower stage
caught up to those who began at a higher stage.

Conclusion. The IDI has the advantage dieing based ora strong theoretical
position involving the development of 3C through stages. It is relatively unique in its goal
placing respondents on a continuum of meaningful stages rather than simpfroviding a
score or a set of subscale scoreghe paucity of validity studies (constructcriterion)
OADPT OOAA ET (AiTAOBO ¢mpp AOOEAI Ah AAOPEOA
Ph.D. dissertationgHammer, personal communication, April 15, 2011) so fans surprising.
Lacking a more complete validation, the IDI does not preséa viable option for use in

assessing the Framework or 3C more generally.

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS)

Intercultural sensitivity is defined asa persor Gibility to develop a positive
emotion towards understanding andappreciating cultural differences that promotes
appropriate and effective behavior in interculturalcommunicationd(Chen & Starosta, 1997,
p. 5). The construct consists obix elements: seHesteem, sedmonitoring, open-mindedness,
empathy, interaction involvement, andbeing non-judgmental (Chen, 2000). Individuals
with high selfesteemhave a sense of selfalue and selfworth internally, and are also able
to deal with feelings of alienation and stressors externally (Chen, 200@eltmonitoring is
OEA AAEI EOU s BehaviddhaGdrhahde feni ifindcéssary (Chen, 2000; Snyder,
1974). Openmindednes€E O A xEI 1 ET ¢T AOGO O OOAAIT Cl EUAN

AA?Z

AT A EAAAOGS | #EmpathyE O i 1t M6 Ob BAAGEE Es@uituralyi-diff @OAD ET C
counteO b A @iddd@develop the same thoughtsand | T OET 1 O ET ET OAOAAQEI

p. 7).Interaction involvementAT T OEOOO 1T £ A1 ET AEOEAOAI 60 AAEI E

and perceptive when interacting with an individual from a culturally different environment

(Chen, 2000). Finallynonjudgmenal OA AFA OO O1 A1 ET AEOEAOAI 80 AAE

culturally different individual, without jJumping to conclusions before all the information is
supplied (Chen, 2000).

To operationalize this corstruct, the authors wrote 73 items corresponding to its six
elements, 44 of which were retained after an initial item analysis using a sample of U.S.
undergraduate students (Chen, 2000)-ive factors were identified in a subsequent item
analysis, producinga final 24-item instrument comprised of: Interaction Engagement (7
items), Respect for Cultural Differences (6 items), Interaction Confidence (5 items),
Interaction Enjoyment (3 items), and Interaction Attentiveness (3 items).

Face Validity. The face valdity of the ISS and itglimensionsis good.Sample items
for each of the five dimensions are:
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1 Interaction Engagement:® enjoy interactingwith AT b1 A A£O0T 1 AEAAAOAI

Regect for Cultural Dfferences:Q think people from other cultures arenarrow-

I ET AAAS
 Interaction nfidence:d am pretty sure of myself in interacting with peofde
AO0T 1T AEEEAOAT O AOI OOOAOG

f Interaction Enjoyment:® get upset easily when interacting with people from
different AOT OOOA D6
 Interaction Attentiveness® am very okservant when interactingwith people
AOT 1T AEEEAOAT O AOI OOOAOG
An examination of the complete item set and the factor analysis presented in Chen
(2000) suggests that the Interaction Engagement and Interaction Enjoyment assess the
same concept using positivend negative items, respectively. Errors in the relevant table in
Chen (2000) make it difficult to interpret the factors, however. (Signs were omitted from
the factor loadings.)The Interaction Confidence items are similar to the Cultural
Intelligence Sc#e (CQS) Motivation subscale and the Interaction Attentiveness items are
similar to the CQSBehavior subscale, which we interpreted as a measure of intercultural
communication competence in a previous section.

Construct Validity . Chen (2000)examined the elationships between the ISS and
several conceptually related instruments in a sample of American undergraduate students.
He hypothesized that the ISSvould show convergent validity involving the Interaction
Attentiveness Scale (IASamount ofattention paid when interacting with others), the
) | POAOOETT 2AxAOAET C 3AAT A j AOOAOORO ET AEOGEAOD
competence in interactions)2 | OAT A A E§&ed Scaldhe vEvised SeltMonitoring
Scaleand the Perspective Taking Scaldassesses empathy)Results indicated strong
relationships with the Impression Rewarding Scale and the Perspective Taking Scale,
rs=.41 and .52, respectively, and weaker relationships with the remaining instrumentih a
sample of undergraduate studentsChen (2000) found that the ISS total score was related
to a subset of the Intercultural Effectiveness Scale (Hammer, Gudykunst & Wiseman, 1978),

r=8uxh AT A Oi OEA )71 OAOAOI OOOAIT #1711 01 EAAQETI
designed to measure indle AOA1T 06 DAOAAPOEITT 11 AEEAEAOAT O AO
AT 11T OTEAAREITT ho

Graf and Harland (2005) also examined the rationship between the ISS and
severalmeasuresin a sample of MBA students in a Midwestern U.S. universiincluding
the Behaviord Assessment Scale for Intercultural Communication Effectiveness (BASIC),
the Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire (ICQ), the Social Problesolving Inventory:
Revised Short Version (SPR:S), andhe Self Monitoring scale (SMS). Low convergent
validity was found between the BASIC and IS®eanr=.18.The average of the correlations
between the ISS and ICQ was .19, which supports the discriminant validity of the measures.
Similarly, the average of the correlations between the ISS and SPS§ was .23The ISS was
unrelated to SMS, mean=0.

Fritz, Graf, Hentze& Mollenberg (2006) added a new sample of MBA students from
a German university to the American participants in the Graf and Harland (2005) study.
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Confirmatory factor analyses were performed on tk joint sample and separately on the
American and German samples. Results indicated lack of fit to the proposed five subscale
ISS structurein all three analyses.

Criterion Validity . Criterion validity evidence for the ISS is weakA study by Peng,
Rangsipht and Thaipakdee (2005)on Chinese and Thai university students and
multinational corporation (MNC) employeesfound that the ISSand all of its subscales
except Interaction Attentivenesscan distinguishbetween English majors and norEnglish
majors, andbetween MNC employees and ne&nglish majors The Graf and Harland
(2005) study cited previously included a management decision making taskvolving a
MNC scenario that was scored using assessof$ie ISS total scores was related to decision
making quality, r=.18 along with all subscales except SeGonfidencer=.15to0 .19. The
decision making task appears conceptually similar to SJTs commonly used in 3C research.

Conclusion. The ISS shows moderate face and construct validity despite the failure
of the five subscale structure to hold up in a CFa&nalysis Criterion validity is weak. Given
the usefulness of the construct in assessing a set of 3C antecedents, further developnoént
the ISS may prove useful.

Scale of Ethnocultural Empathy (SEE)

The construct of ethnocultural empathy as measured througlthe SEE is based on an
empirical review of theories related to general and culturally specific empathywhich is
I £O0AT OAGH MMOEXDAM COAEET ¢Co6 ET ET OAOAOI OOOAIT O0OAO!
1996). Wang, Davidson, Yakushko, Savoy, Tan, and Bl¢2§03) suggestviewing
ethnocultural empathy as both a learned ability and a personal trait that developsver
time. Following Ridley and Lingle, Wang et atonceptualizeethnocultural empathy as
encompassing fourconstructs: intellectual empathy, empathic emotions and thebility to
communicate eacho others. Intellectual empathyis| T AaBilify to understand a
racially/ ethnically different peOOT 1 6 O OEET EET ¢ AT Ax1 O AAAI ET Cc A
perceive and take the perspective of the other personThe empathic emotionsdimension
OA £A OO affehtion td tife e€lings of others fromdifferent ethnocultural groups,
including the extent to which one isable to feel the othesdemotional conditions from their
perspectives as well as respond appropriately to the displays of emotion. Finally, the
communicative empathy dimensionO A /A O O expiessibnioffethiidcultural emmthic
thoughts (.e.,intellectual empathy) and feelings (.e.,empathic emotions)toward members
of different racial/ ethnic groups.

Aninitial pool of 62 itemswas generated by aulturally diverse group of counseling
faculty and studentsusing several previously developed empathyrelated and cultural
empathy-related instruments to assess intellectual and emotional empathy and
communication as a starting point SEE espondents indicate the extent to which they agree
that self-referentitems,e. @ h O) OEAOA OEA AT CAO 1T & OEI OA xEI
OAREAI AT A AOET EA AAAE Cxbxplbrdiafyipancipalednpaden®i OEA |
analysis with asample of Midwestern U.S. undergraduate studentsvealed a 4factor
structure involving 31 of the items.The factors were namecEmpathic Feeling and
Expression (EFE) (15 items), Empathic Perspective Taking (EP) (7 items), Acceptance of

Cultural Differences (AC)(5 items), and Empathic Awareness (EA) items). High scores
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indicate high levels of ethnocultural empathy.A confirmatory factor analysis performed on
a second sample of Midwestern U.S. undergraduates supported théag¢tor model but
found that a higher ordersingle factor model was a better fit to the data.

Face validity. The enpathy and perspective taking constructs are necessarily
related to other sociatcultural attitudes and beliefs, so it is difficult todistinguish empathy
from attitudes. Items in the EFE subscaleould be expected to bestrongly related to other
measuresthat tap liberalism and related constructs All 15 items of the EFE subscale reflect
liberal attitudes and beliefs, and most items in the AC subscale represent opposition to
diversity and immigration. The instrument authors do not explore the possibly intmsic
relationship between sociopolitical attitudes and crosscultural empathy and the
implications of this relationship for cross-cultural competency.

The SEE items appear to have good face validity, but seefacevalidity observations
imply that empiri cal evaluation of the discriminant validity of the SEE is crucialhe SEE is
primarily focused on diversity in the U.S. rather thaon interaction across nations and
takes White Anericans as its reference point, limiting its use outside the U.S. without
rewriting the items and performing new validation research.

SampleSEE items:

1 EFE:Empathic Feeling and Expressiowhen | hear people make racist jokes, |
tell them | am offended @en though they are not referring to my racial or ethnic

group.

1 EP:Empathic Perspective Takindt is easy for me to understand what it would
feel like to be a person of another racial or ethnic background other than my
own.

1 AC:Acceptance of Cultural Eferencesi feel irritated when people of different
racial or ethnic backgrounds speak their language around me.

1 EA:Empathic Awarenesd:am aware of how society differentially treats racial or
ethnic groups other than my own.

Construct Validity . Relationships among the subscales are highly variable
Averagingcorrelations found in Cundiff and Komarraju (2008) and Wang et al., (2C8
studies 1 and 2), they ranged fromm=.31 to .54(unweighted; using r-z transformations). We
performed a principal canponents analysis on the averaged correlations using oblique
rotation. Onefactor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0 was foundiccounting for 8% of
the variance. Forcing a 2actor solution, a second factor accounting for 18% of the
variance emergedThe first factor included the EFE, EP and EA subscales and the second
factor included the AC subscale. This finding is consistent with the confirmatory factor
analysis performed by Wang et al. (2003All items in the AC subscale are reversed scored,
so itis difficult to determine if AC represents a different construct or a methodrtifact.

Convergent validity ofthe SEEwas supported by observed relationships between
the SEE total scor@and its subscaleswith several related measuresThe SEE was found to
be related toa measure of explicit attitude toward females/males in authority positions
(i.e., GAM; Cundiff & Komarraju, 2008)=.27 to .39 for subscales ant=.42 for total score;
with the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (RI) Empathic Concern subscaler=.18 to .54 for
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subscales and=.48 for total score;the IRl Perspective Taking subscale=.23 to .42 for
subscales and=.42 for total score;the Miville-Guzman UniversalityDiversity Scale (M
GUDS}otal score,r=.44 to .67 for sibscales and=.70 for total score;and the three M-
GUDS subscalesz.27 to .65 for SEE subscales;.48 to .68 for SEE total score. The-BUDS
subscales include Diversity ofontacts, Relativistic Appreciation [for other cultures] and
Comfort with Differences(Wang et al., 2003)Spanierman and Heppner (2004) found that
the SEE subscales were related to their White Empathic Reactions to Racism scale,16=
to .67.

Correlations between the EFE subscale and other measures presentedtia
previous paragraph were substantially higher than those of the other thre&EE subscales,
rs=50 and .34, respectively (using r to z conversions) and slightly higher than the SEE total
score,,=8T1 98 4EEO AEAEFAOAT AA AT OI A AA niribdrofET BDAOO
items and therefore higher internal consistency reliability. Wang et al. (2003) report alpha
values for the EFE, EP, AC and EA subscales as .90, .79, .71 and .74, respedtalaim.
O1l CAOGEAOh OEAOA AT 1 OAOCAT O 3 xAnfirtdidey@actor FET AET COh
analysis, and our exploratory factor analysis suggest that irractical use of the SEE
researchersmay conserve on items by only using the EFE subscébéth consideration of
%& %5 O Al T £ O1T A xEOE. Ol AET P11 EOEAAI AOOEOOAAOQ
No discriminant validity findings have been reported to our knowledge, although
two of the subscales, EP and EA, have low relationships to a measure of impression
managementrs<.10. The SEE total scores.23, and the EFE and AC subscales show
stronger relationships to impression management;s=.26 and .21, respectively (Wang et al.,
2003), which are higher than optimal. As noted above, the SEE is related to liberal,
diversity -friendly and immigration -friendly attitudes and beliefs.For example, Lee,
Gibbons, Thompsn and Timani (2009) found that the AC subscale was related to their
i AAOOOA 1 £ Oj)soblandBmil Am Oh OEA ET OO OGhdH] 080 OxI
Nadler, & Swann (2009) found that the SEE total score was related to attitudes toward a
variety of ethnic, religious, and sexual identity outgroups;=.32, as well as measures of
need for diversity initiatives and diversity training attitudes. We are not aware of any
research that has attempted to discriminate between these two concepts, for example, b
partialing liberalism out of relationships between SEE scores and criterion variables.

Criterion Validity . Validation of the SEE rests mainly on knowagroups validity
using demographic variablesLow correlations were found betweenthe SEE total score rad
all of its subscale andacial/ethnic background diversity, r=.23 to 25, diversity of
friendships, r=.22 to .32.Moreover, studies consistently showed significant gender
differencessuch that females score higher than malgg.g., Cudiff & Komamju, 2008;
Wang et al., 2003pn SEE total and all subscale scores except EP.

A 10-item version of the SEE was found to mediate the relationship between
O 0 O A RabeQ 01®) perception of their schoold @ulticulturalism and their subjective
happiness (e, Lai,& Wallen,2009). However, the use of perceived rather than actual
multiculturalism in this study casts doubt on the independence ahe school
multiculturalism measureand the SEE The characteristics of ths apparently ad hoc10-
item SEE are unknown.
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Corclusion. The SEE attempts to focus empathy in a specific cultural/diversity
domain, providing a potentially useful measureof cultural perspective taking for White
Americans interacting with American ethnic groups. The conceptual and empirical
confounding of the primary subscale Empathic Feeling and Expressiorwith sociopolitical
attitudes is problematic and implies that it should be used alongside attitude measures that
can identify this confounding if present. It appears to be primarily onglimensional. Use of
the Empathic Feeling and Expressiosubscale alone, with the caveat noted above, may be
warranted. Although little criterion validation s upport for the SEE has appeared, its strong
convergent validity with instruments for which better criterion validity evidence has been
A1 OT A ET AEOAAOI U OODPDPT OO0 OEA 3%%50 1T x1 AOEOA

Summary of Instrument Validitg Secondary Instruments

We evaluated the available evidence for the validitgachsecondaryinstrument by
determining if it was supported with respect to performance (including work attitudes),
psychological adjustment, sociocultural adjustment, experimental manipulations, or quasi
experimental variables; demographic knowrgroups variables were also consideredlable
10 presents a summary of our evaluation of these instruments. It can be seen that many of
the instruments or their subscales are not supported by validation evidencé. should also
be noted that criterion evaluation evidence for norcultural criteria is available for some of
the instruments (noted in Table 10).In this evaluation, we did not examine face validity or
construct validtyh ET OOAAA &£ AOOCET C 11 OEA cditheOOT I 1 ET A
instrument be used to assess the Framework. We turn to thiquestion directly in the
following section.
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Table10. Summary of Evaluation ddecondaryinstruments

Acro-
nym Instrument Name Evaluation
ADS Adjustment Difficulties Subscale 4-item scale; not validated
AIC Beliefs, Events, and Values Inventory No validation information found
ASSIS Acculturative Stress Scale for International Validated(COV, PA
Students
BASIC Behavioral Assessment Scale for Intercultui Insufficient validation information
Communication Effectiveness
BEVI Beliefs, Eventgnd Values Inventory Based on a humanistic model; not validated
CcCsl CrossCultural Social Intelligence Situational judgment test; no validity information
CGAIC CultureGeneric Approach to Intercultural No information found
Competence
CWQ The Culture ithe Workplace Questionnaire No validityinformation found
EMMIC European Multidimensional Models of This is not a measure; it is a model of intercultural
Intercultural Competence competence; led to development of INCA instrume
GAP Test GlobalAwareness Profile Insufficientvalidity information
ICC (a) Intercultural Communicative Competence  Little research on which to evaluate
ICC (b) Intercultural Communication Competence No face validity; apparently measures intercultural
attitudes andbehavioral preferences
ICSI Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory No validation information; has rarely been used
INCA Intercultural Competence Assessment No validation information; rarely useafter
construction
IRC Intercultural Readiness Checkilist No validation informationavailable
IRI Interpersonal Reactivity Index Validated in norcultural contexts
ISAS The Inventory of Student Adjustment Strain  No validation information
MAKSS  Multicultural Competence Scale Minimal validation(DV)
MASQUE Munroe Multicultural Attitude Scale Validation only for composite (total score)
Questionnaire
MCI Multicultural Competence Scale No validation information
MCKAS  Multicultural Competence Scale No validation information
PCAT Peterson Cultural Awareness Test No validation informationdissertationbased on
Hofstede dimensions
PCSI Peterson Cultural Style Indicator Proprietaryscale based on PCANo validation
information
SCS Social Connectedness Scale Valid, one study (PA, SA)
WDS Workplace Diversity Survey Minimal validation(DV)

Note.PA = psychological adjustment; SA = sociocultural adjustment; P = performance; DV = dependent
variable in experiment; KG = known groups.
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VI. Assessing the Framework

This section used thanstrument identification and evaluation findings presentedin
Section V toaddressOEA NOAOOET T h OAAT AQGEOOET ¢ ET 00001 Al
& OA 1 A x BegiEning with the full set of instruments described in Table 3, we mapped
competency and enabler elements to the instrumestand their subscales without regard to
the quality of the instruments.Elements were mapped to instruments (most often,
subscales otompound instruments) when a direct connection could be argued between
the element and the instrument/subscale. In some &s, the relationship was partial, that
is, only part of the construct assessed by the instrument appeared to have a direct
connection to the element. Indirect relationships were not mapped, that is, those in which
the construct assessed by the instrumentould be considered a precursor or antecedent
(or in some cases, an enabler as used in the Framework) to the element but not a measure
of the element itself. Many judgment calls were made in this process, so for some elements
and measures it could be argugthat we were too narrow or tooinclusive.

We also identified norrculturally -focused instruments that could be used to assess,
fully or partially, the elements. Finally, we applied the instrument evaluation findings from
Section V to winnow the mapping belements to measures to just the instruments (or
subscales) that we judged to be valid. For primary instruments, or evaluation of instrument
adequacy was performed in depth, but for secondary instruments, we only employed
criterion validation (specifically, culture adjustment and performance criteria) to evaluate
the adequacy of these instruments for our present purposes involving the Framework.

Tables 11a and 11b present the results of this exerciséhe constructs represented,
directly or indirectly, by the elements are shown in the third columnlt can be seen that a
large number of candidate instruments were identified for Framework elements, although
mapping elements to constructsand constructs tanstruments and their subscaleswas
often not possble. In some casegnly partial mapping could be performed, especially for
the competencies (Table 11a). This is an intrinsic attribute of competency models that we
discuss in other sections.

Overall, these findings indicate that insufficientnstrumentation is available to
assess the DLO Framework, in particular its core competencies. While many candidate
instruments were judged to be of insufficient quality, others were rejected because
sufficient validation evidence is currently unavailable Suitable validation studies may
rescue some of these instruments for use in 3C research or in applications involving
selection and training for 3C in the military.
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Table Ila. Summary oFramework AssessabilityCompetencies

Explanation or Candidate Valid
Ref#  Category Specific Competency Constructs Instruments Measures
Cl.l1a 1. Culture I Olj dzA NBa X Acquired CQSCognitive None
General knowledge MAKSSKnowledge
Concepts and Motivation to MCKASKnowledge
Knowledge acquire ICCKnowledge
knowledge level 1
INCAKnowledge
discovery
GAP Test
Cl.1ib - P LILJX ASa X Behavioral CQ INCAKnowledge  None
discovery
Cl.2 - Xintercultural Knowledge of INCA . .
: C 1 Social skills
dynamics cultures Communicative
Knowledge of awareness measures
intercultural ICCSkills
relationships and ICGKnowledge
intercultural CCAPerceptual
norms, styles, acuity
etc.
Crosscultural
social skills
C3.1 3. Cultural Demonstrates an Knowledge of MAKSS\wareness
. . 1 SEEEP
Perspective awarenessX attributed ICCAwareness o
Taking stereotypes SEEEmpathic (indirect)
Selfinsight perspective taking
SEEEmpathic
Awareness
BEWSociocultural
Closure
C3.2 - Understands and Empathy MPQEmpathy 1 MPQCE
appliesX Perspective BASIEmpathy
taking skill INCAEmpathy  SEEEP
Emot.lonal SEEEmpgthlc . (indirect)
Intelligence perspective taking
ICGAwareness
SEEEmpathic
Awareness
IRFPerspective
taking
DCI
C3.3 - Takes the cultural Metacognition CQS8metacognition None

context into
considerationX
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C4.1

C4.2

4. Communi
cation

Acquires and appliex

EmploysNB a 2 dzND

ICC

MCLSkills
ICCSKills (part)
INCA
Communicative
awareness
SCA& ultural
Empathy and
Relatedness (part)
IRClIntercultural
Communication
CCAPerceptual
Acuity

(Implicit
requirement for
C4.1)

1 SCAS (part)

None

C5.1

C5.2

5. Inter
personal Skills

X rapport

Manage conflicX

Social skills
Emotional
Intelligence
Relationship skill

Social skills

(a skill related to
conflict
resolution)

ICCSKills (part)
MCIHRelationships
BASIE€Task role
behaviorg(part)
BASIRelational
role behaviors
IRCIntercultural
relationship
building
BASI@nteraction
behavior and
management
(part)

FFME
IRCConflict
management

1 Social skills
measures

1 Big 5Extra

None

C6.1

6. Cultural
Adaptability

UnderstandsXadjustsX

Flexibiity (part)
Metacognition
Mindfulness
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ICGAwareness
INCABehavioral
Flexibility (part)
CCAFlexibility
Openness (part)
BASIEEmpathy
ICEsocial
adaptability
CQSmetacognition
MPQFlexibility
ICAPS-lexibility
ICSIFlexibility

1 MPQF



C6.2 - Minimize/maximize, Metacognition CCAPersonal

adjust, or integratex Mindfulness autonomy TMPQF
Flexibility BEVANeed for
Frame shifting control (part)
Personal CQSmetacognition
autonomy (PA)  MPQFlexibility
ICAPS-lexibility
ICSIFlexibility

Note.See Tabl& for instrument aconyms.
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Table ILb. Summary of Framework Assessabilitiznablers

Explanation or

Specific Candidate Criterion
Ref# Category Competency Constructs Instruments Status
El1.1 Tolerance of  Accepts Tolerance of BASI€Tolerance  None
ambiguity ambiguous ambiguity of ambiguity
situationsX Uncertainty IRCTolerance for
avoidance ambiguity
E1.2 Low need for Restrains from Uncertainty Need for closure  None
closure settlingX avoidance scale
Need for closure
E1.3 Suspending  Withholds Openmindedness MPQOpen  Big 50pen
Judgment personal or moral Need for closure? mindedness g°up
judgmentX Uncertainty SEFAcceptance of ~ (Part)
avoidance cultural
Tolerance for differences(part)
ambiguity Acceptance/Adapt
ation (IDI)
INCARespect for
otherness
Big 50
CCAFlexibility
Openness (part)
BASI@nteraction
posture
El.4 Inclusiveness include and Openmindedness SEFAcceptance of Big 50
accepX Various cultural T Big 5Open
worldview/attitudinal  differences(part)
constructs: INCARespect for
xenophobia, otherness
multicultural Big 50
attitudes, social BASI@nteraction
dominance posture
orientation CCAFlexibility
Openness (part)
E2.1 Stress Tolerates Emotional regulation MPQEmotional § MPQES
E2.1.1 Resilience emotionally Coping skills Stability
& K2 O1 Ay 3> Disgust sensitivity ICAPSEmotion 1 Big 5Neur
regulation
Big 5N
CCAEmotional
Resilience
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COPE scale and
others

Gross Emotion
regulation scale



E2.1.2 - Avoids overly IV would be E2.1 None
AAYLIX ATe variables and DV
would be
cognitive style
variables; stress a
moderator
E2.1.3 - Acts as a calming None
influence
E2.2 Emotion ReguJates/controIs Emotional regulation MPQEmotional 1 MPQES
Regulation 2ysQa 24y Stability
SY2UA2Ya)> ICAPSEMOtion 1 Big 5Neur
regulation
Big 5N
CCAEmotional
Resilience
COPE scale and
others
Gross Emotion
regulation scale
E3.1 Self Believes in one's  Selfefficacy GSK; generalized 1 Selfefficac
Confidence O LJ 0 A f A C Ego strength seltefficacy scale y
Related to: wellbeing, and others measures
neuroticism
E3.2  Selfldentity Maintain personal Identity strength CCAPA q Seltefficac
gl f dzSa X Cognitive Group Embedded y
differentiation Figures Test measures
Resistance to (part)
influence
Selfidentity
Optimism Problems as Optimism SWLSsatisfaction (no research)
E3.3 a2t @l ot S Needfor cognition with Life Scale
Related to: wel LOTLife Orientation
being, depression Test
Personal Optimism
Scale
E4.1.1 Learning Gathers and ICCAwareness (part) None
through Ay i SNLINB INCAKnowledge
Observation Discovery
E4.1.2 - Make sense of Need for Cognition CQ%®Motivation
inconsistent Motivation to engage Need for Cognition
AY T2 NXI G A other cultures BEV4Basic Openness
Related to: attitude
variables
E4.1.3 - Learns and Need for Cognition ~ INCAKnowledge None

updates own
1y26f SRIE
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E4.2 Active pursuit of

Inquisitiveness

Strong relationship to

INCAKnowledge

dzy RS NE i | y E4 discovery T Big 5Cpen
Need for cognition Big 50 (part)
Openness
Cosmopolitanism
Related toattitude
variables
E5.1.1 Social Creates fayorable Social skills ICGSKills (part) 1 Social skills
Flexibility A YLINE a a A 2 Selfmonitoring BASIcRelational role
Extraversion behaviors (part) measures
Sociability IRCIntercultural 1 Big 5Extra
relationship building
(part) 1 SMs
Social skills measures
Big 5E
Selfmonitoring Scale
(SMS)
E5.1.2 - Receptive to new  Flexibility MPQFlexibility 1 MPQF
ways of doing Openness ICAPSlexibility
KAy 3Iax ICSHFlexibility 1 Big 50pen
Big 5: Openness (pari (part)
CCAFlexibility
Openness
E5.1.3 - Is able to Social skills No measures No direct
compromise available measures
available
1 Social skills
measures
(part)
E5.2  Willingness to Seeks outand Willingness to engage MPQSocial initiative .
. 1 Big 50pen
Engage explorjas unf@mlllar others (part)
crossO dzt U dzN. Extraversion SEEEmpathic 1 Big 5Extra
Openness Perspective Taking
Cosmopolitanism (part) 1 MPQSI
(part) SEFAcceptance of (part)
Related to: CulturalDifferences
intercultural attitude  (part)
measures Big 50

Note.See Tabl& for instrument aconyms.
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VII. Criterion Validity Evaluation of the Framework

Introduction

The criterion validity approach to validating the Framework using the term

elements toconstructs that have been employed irthe empirical literature, finding
measures of these constructsthenusing available researchinvolving these measures to
asess the criterion validity of the elementsFor example, the FrameworkCommunication
competency elementC4.1,Acquires and applies knowledge and concepts of intercultural
communication skillsmaps to constructs such as intercultural communication competeare
(ICC) which in turn can be assessed by six measurésat we identified in a search of the
literature .

The succesf this approach depends on threeonditions: (1) our ability to
accuratelymap the elements to constructs that others have sought to mgare; (2) the
availability of measures of these constructthat have proven validity; and (3) the
suitability of these measures for 3C research and assessment in 3C competency models
such as the Framework. In Section V we evaluated a large number of camdélinstruments
and in Section VI we mapped Framework elements to the full set of identified instruments
and to the subset found to be valid for the present purpose.

Continuing our example for competency element C4.lve deemedonly one of the
six candidae measuresto be valid. However, as we discuss in the conclusion to this section,
this indirect empirical validation of the competencies must be supplanted with other
methods.

Mapping Elements to Constructs and Measures

The elementlevel deconstruction ofFramework competencies employed in the
content validity sectionformed the basis for mappingelements to constructs and to
available instruments.The element mapping employed in the content validity section was
conducted primarily within the domain of competency models, that is, we mapped
AT i PAOAT AEAO AT A AT AA1 AOO ACAET 60O 1 OEAO0OS
antecedent variables fo 3C in military contexts.For the criterion validity approach, we
must map the competency and enabler elements constructs used in the extant expatriate
or sojourner performance and adjustment literature. The Framework enablerbad been
derived from this literature in earlier DLO and ARI efforts described above, so the enabler
element-to-construct mapping is reasonably straightforward However, the competencies
had beenderived from several earlier statementsof competencies, theoretical and
empirical, as well as from the expat performance/adjustment literature Our mapping of
competency elements to previouslystudied constructs is therefore less precise and in a
few cases we were not able to find a corresponding construct. For examples could not
identify a construct or a measure of th€ommunication competency element C4.2mploys
human and material resources to facilitate intercultural communicatiggso this competency
element cannot be evaluated using our criterion validity approach.
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Identifying Apgropriate Instrumentsand Evidence

In Section VI, wadentified the instruments that appearsufficiently valid for use in
assessing thé=ramework. In this section, we use this information to determine if the
elements are in fact related to 3C adjustment/pdormance outcomesThe successful
criterion validation of an instrument against a cultural criterion indicates,ipso factq that
the element it assesses is a component of 3C (or of an enabler). However, in this section we
also considercommon personality and attitude measures that are reasonably well
validated. Several elements could be evaluated using instruments not included in Tal8¢e
such as personality measures of the constructs listed in Tabld. We usedoublished
metaanalyses and qualitative review for evidenceregarding these measures
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Table12a. Summary of Criterion Validity Finding&€ompetencies

Explanation or Specific

Ref # Category Competency Criterion Status
Cl.la 1. CultureGeneral Concepts ! Olj dzA NBa X No availableneasures
and Knowledge

Cl.1b - I LILIX ASa X No available measures

Ci1.2 - Xintercultural dynamics Supported: social skills
measures

C3.1 3. Cultural Perspectiv€aking Demonstrates an awarene¥s Supported: SEEP

C3.2 - Understands and applie$ Supported: MPQCEand SEE
EP

C3.3 - Takes the cultural contextinto  No available measures

considerationX

C4.1 4, Communication Acquires and appliex Partly supported: SCAS

Cc4.2 - EmploydNBE & 2 dzZNJD S & X  No available measures

C5.1 5. Interpersonal Skills X rapport Supported: Big-&xtra; social
skills measures

C5.2 - Manage conflicX No available measures

Cé6.1 6. Cultural Adaptability UnderstandsXadjustsX Mixed support: Flexibility:
no; MPQF: yes

C6.2 - Minimize/maximize, adjust, or Mixed support: Flexibility:

integrate X no; MPQF: yes

Note.See Tabl& for instrument acronyms. No = research shows no relationships; yes = criterion validity
support is present. (part) = partial mapping or partially corresponding measure.
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Table12b. Summary of Criterion Validity Finding€Enablers

Explanation or Specific

Ref# Category Competency Criterion Status
E1.1 Tolerance of ambiguity Acceptsambiguous situation$  Not supported: Uncertainty
avoidance: no
Tolerance of ambiguity: mixed
El.2 Low need for closure Restrains from settling Partial support: Tolerance of
ambiguity: mixed
Need for closure: mixed
E1.3  Suspending Judgment Withholds personal or moral ~ No support: Big £pen: no
judgmeniX
E1.4 Inclusiveness include and accept No support: Big pen: no
E2.1  Stress Resilience Tolerates emotionally Supported: MPCES; Big-Bleur:
E2.1.1 aK2O01Ayax yes
E2.1.2 - | 2 ARa 2 @SNI & No available measures
E2.1.3 - Acts as a calming influence No available measures
E2.2 Emotion Regulation wS3dzt | G Sak 02y (i Supported: MPCES; Big-Bleur:
Sy2iAz2yax yes
E3.1  Self Confidence .St ASPSa Ay 2y Supported: go strength: yes
Selfefficacy: yes
E3.2  Selfldentity M AYGF Ay LISNE2 Noavailableneasures
Optimism PNEofSya & a2 (noresearch)
E3.3
E4.1.1 Learning through Observation DI 6 KSN& | Y R Ay No available measures
E4.1.2 - Make sense of inconsistent No available measures
AYTF2NXIGA2Y X
E4.1.3 - Learns and updates own No available measures
1y26f SRISX
E4.2  Inquisitiveness Active pursuit of Qupported: Big Neur: no
dzy RSNE G yRA Yy 3 X
E5.1.1 Social Flexibility Qreates favorable Mixed support: Social skills: yes;
AYLINaaaAzyax Big 5Extra: yes; SMS: no
E5.1.2 - Receptive tonew ways of Mixed support: MPGF;Big 5
R2Ay 3 GKAY3I&X Open(part): ngFlexibility: no
E5.1.3 - Is able to compromise No direct measures available
Social skills: yes
E5.2  Willingness to Engage Seeks out and explores Mixed evidence: Big®pen: no;

unfamiliar cros€D dzf i dzNJ

Big 5Extra: yes; MPE3I (part)

Note.See Tabl8 for instrument aconyms. No = research shows no relationships; yes = criterion validity

support is present. (part) = partial mapping or partially corresponding measure.
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Results of the Criterion Validation Analysis

The final column inTable 12 presentscriterion validity outcomesfor each of the
elements.We indicate the valid instrument/subscaleor general constructto which the
element has been mappednstruments for which we could find sufficient validation
information are not included in this table.Instruments are indicated by their acronyms, but
general constructs that have been evaluated in metanalyses and qualitative reviews are
presentedbythee O 1T ATl AOh A8cC8h-. AEDAGEAEDEQADBADAI OAETO
indicate what the accumulated research shows, i.e., whether or not the measures used in
multiple studies of these constructs have been found to be related to intercultural
adjustment or performance criteria. Sometimes the evidence in reviews conflicts with the
evidence from a particular instrument subscale. For example, the research does not
support the relationship between flexibility and adjustment/performance outcomes, but
such a elationship has been found for the MPQ Flexibility subscale. For some general
constructs that

In the following section, we discusshe content and criterion validity of each
competency and enabler and raise issues concerning validation, the location oéth
elements in the Framework and their relationships to each other. Given the paucity of
performance criteria for many of the (otherwise valid) instruments, we evaluate the
criterion validity of the Framework elements in terms of both performance and adjushent
criteria.
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VIIl. Discussion of Content and Criterion Validity Findings
Competencies

Culture-General Concepts and Knowledge

This competency category includes at least three elements, although we arguably
could have divided it into five elements.n a previous section we proposed a model relating
these elements and variables external to the modésee Figure 2) Unfortunately, five
instruments that were designed to measure culture knowledge cannot be considered valid,
leaving no established measuref culture knowledge on which to base an evaluation of this
AT i pPAOGAT Aus ' AAOATUA AO A1 8 jegmppq AAOGAI T PAA
evaluation of the Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) that was composed of 60 items in six
domains (language, valuesrt, etc.) that they found was related to a situational judgment
test involving cross-cultural interactions and perceptions.Their knowledge test was
superior to the CQS selfeported knowledge subscale, suggesting that assessment of this
competency requres objective testing rather than seHassessment. The application of
acquired knowledge, while presumably a mediator of knowledge and performance, has not
been studied to our knowledge and could not be assessed. Distinguishing acquired
knowledge from its application would require a careful assessment desigiprobably
involving observational methods or peer evaluations, but the successful application of
knowledge would be difficult to distinguish from other competencies, such as perspective
taking and communication competence

The element C1.2Comprehends and navigates intercultural dynamjasay belong in
competencies C5 or C6, which speak to social interaction skills. The criterion validation
findings for element C1.2 were similar to those found for thelements of C5 and C6. To the
extent that C1.2 is mapped to social skilland tothe CCAI Perceptual Acuity subscale,
element C1.2 is supportedSocial skills measured in the home country are consistently
found to be related to social adjustment angherformance criteria overseas, but C1.2 would
be better assessed using a culturalfocused social skills measure.

Cultural Perspectivelaking

This competencyincludes elements that are widely recognized in the civilian
literature as necessary tantercult ural competency. C3.1Demonstrates an awareness of
ITTABO T x1 xT OI'A OEAx8AT A EIT x OEAOQaml £ OAT AAO
51 AAOOOAT AO Ei x TTAB8O 1T x1 ¢Oi Ob;amdas OEAxAA AU
implications for behavior, C3.2Understandsand applies perspectivaking skills to detect,
analyze, and consider the point of view of others and recognizes how the other will interpret
his/her actions.Both were judged high in content validity.Theseelements are supported
through valid compoundinstruments (MPQ, SEE) and indirectly through research on the
relationship between perspective taking skills and intergroup relations, adjustment, and
stereotyping (cf. Abbegt al.,2007).

The third element, C3.3Takes the cultural context into considerabn when
interpreting situational cues, goes handin-hand with C11b:Applies culture general
concepts and knowledge in that the application of culture knowledge would normally be
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expected to include interpreting information. C3.3 might be&onsidered antecelent to

C6.151 AAOOOAT AO OEA EI DI EAAOCEITO T &£ 11A80 AAOQEI]
relationships with other groups, or cultures.Although high in content validity, the element
could not be assessed. The closest constructs to this element are metution (Earley &
Ang, 2003) and mindfulness (Thomas2006). The CQSnetacogniton subscale was deemed
invalid, but measures of mindfulness havéegun to appear, e.gBaer, Smith, Hopkins,
Krietemeyer, and Toney(2006) and Lau et al. (2006) Cultural research with these scales
may provide evidence to support thenvidespread assumption that mindfulness is an

enabler for culture competency.Thomas and his colleagues have recently begun to develop
new measures of metacognition, but the difficultypf administration of these measures
suggests that criterion studies may not be soon forthcoming (Thomaet al., 201J. A direct
assessment of C3.3 that isolates it from other contributions to performance might require a
decision analysis style of measuremd that attempts to trace the explicit or implicit

decision processes that the individual undertakes in complex cultural contexts.

Communication

Intercultural communication skills have long been recognized as a needed
competency, and to some investigatorsntercultural communication competency (ICC) is
OEA AAT OOAl AT 1 OOO00CAO -A&l GOOADA MDD AO@DEADS OE A
sources agreed with this assessment in endorsing element C3Jespite this popularity, we
found few valid measures of ICConly the SCAS as a partial measure. Other measures that

promised to provide a direct measure of ICC could not be validated.

The single element that we judged to be of lowontent validity was C4.2:
Communicatiod Employs resources to facilitateoonmunication No empirical study or
theoretical model, military or civilian, suggested this competency directly. C4.2 does not
appear in the RACCA reportr in the initial DLO Framework Johnston et al.2010) report.
The two external resources that coulde called upon to aid communication are human and
mechanical. Human resources include translators and cultural mediators (usually
bicultural, bilingual persons). Mechanical resources include translation devices which are
now becoming available in mobile f®@ 1 O1T DAOAI Of Oi AAEET A OOAT O1 £
sociocultural resource databases that are appearing on mobile devices. Awareness of the
existence of these resources, communicated to military personnel in various ways
depending on their availability, probably doesot rise to the level of a crosscultural
competency.However, all of these resources have advantages, shortcomings, and risks, so
the focal competency may nobeET  OEA A& O OAi piT U086 AOO OAOE
001 AAOOOAT AO xEAT Al BAgwei xEAO OEOOAOQEIT O O1I O
Interpersonal Skills

Social or relational skills and related constructs such as social adaptability have
been found to be predictive of crossultural performance and adjustment in several
metaanalyses (BhaskarShrinivaset al.,2005; Hechanova Beehr, & Christiansen2003; Mol
et al.,2005), so element C5.1 is well supported. Element 5.2 presented a problem in that we
could not identify an individual difference measure for conflict management that has been
used in crosscultural interaction research. De Dreu, Evers, Beersma, Kluwer and Nauta
(2001) report the development of a conflict management strategies measure for

86



organizations, and several measures designed for marital relationships have appeared in
the clinical literature. However, relevantcultural research has not been reported.

Cultural adaptability

The first element in this category, C6:# O1 OOOAT | AAPOAAEI EQUY51 A/
was mapped to metacognition, mindfulness, framshifting, and flexibility. It also implies a
required knowledge antecedent such as Cldnd perception antecedent such as C3.Mol
A O @008 tn@aanalysis found no relationship between flexibility and performance
although one instrument subscale MPQFlexibility was validated with respect to mainly
adjustment criterion.

AEA EET Al x1 OA ET #¢8ph ,adiBIlogcdlQimpodsiblADDAAOO
O EAOA A OAlI AOCGEI 1 OEEP OF A AOI OOOA8 ,4EA OAOI
indicating a social system involving a geographically bouted group of people (Rohner,
1984), but the intent of the Framework framers is probably best captured by the term
OAT i1 OT EOQU8d !'1 OET OCE OACOAn Al i1 Ol EOU EI BI EA
but small enough to share an attitude toward the U.S. htary personnel with whom they
have contact.

C6.2Cultural Adaptability/Minimize -maximize was evaluated to be of medium
content validity. It is a complex competency that can be thought of as moderating the other
competencies. Crosgultural competency, ly definition, should enhance performance in
situations where cultural considerations are relevant. C6.2 regulates the extetd which,
and in what specific manner, culture will be or will not be seen a relevant in a particular
situation. The Caligiuri(2011) model recognized this nuanced competency but it was not
endorsed in any of the other content sources. We believe that in a more systematic
research methodology respondents in some ranks or MOSs would identify this competency,
hence it should not be remeed from the Framework.

Element C6.2 was mapped similarly to C6.1 but with the addition of personal
autonomy, operationalized in the CCAI subscale by that name. Personal autonomy only
partially represents C6.2 in that it involves the ability to maintain eough distance from the
cultural context to be able to know when culture should or should not be seen as a relevant
consideration in carrying out an assignmentTherefore, it appears that element C6.2 lacks
strong empirical support, pending better measure®f metacognition and the appearance of
cross-cultural mindfulness research.
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IX. Discussion of Content and Criterion Validity Findingsnablers

Cognitive Bias Resilience

Four enablers (three in the most recent revision) were included in this Framework
category.E1.1Tolerance forambiguity, is frequently cited as a key cognitive or ersonality
individual difference variable in determining or predicting adjustment of novelcultural
contexts (e.g., Thomas & Fitzsimmons, 2008). However, in our sample of competency
models and job analyses, only Caligiuri et al. (2011) suggested this enabler. One
explanation for this finding is that military personnel in many, if not all, militay contexts
are presented with explicit orders or mission goals in which ambiguity is removed from the
ET AEOEAOCAI 60 Ai 1 AAOT 68 2ATE AT A -/3 x1OI A AA
example one would expect this enabler to be important to some spetioperations
personnel operating in deep cultural contexts. However, Spencer (2010) did not suggest
this enabler for Special Operations forces.

Surprisingly, research provides mixed support fothe criterion validity of tolerance
of ambiguity. It receivedOT | A O0O0ODPDTAOD® All 8 thnahpalyis tut Gpid
support by Thomas and Fitzsimmons (2008) in their qualitative review.

E1l.21iow need for closureand E1.3Suspending judgmengre difficult to distinguish
in content validity analyses and botlreceived moderate support Crosscultural use of need
for closure scales has resulted in mixed support fariterion validity (e.g., Kashima & Loh,
2006).

E1.3Suspending judgmentvas mapped to Bigs Openness (partially) Openness
failed to predictD AO &£l Of AT AA ET melabnalysi§ litthe sup@pidhag beenmt v
garnered for the criterion validity of enabler E1.3.

We also looked at E1.4nclusivenesbecause it was removedrom the Framework
only in the most recent version of which we are aare, allowing us to evaluate the decision
Al O EOO OAI T OAl 8 74 cEOAQA DAL LIVEIOHESTR hddeE OIADE O
without racism, as an endorsement of Inclusiveness. Inclusiveness is closely tied to
attitudes toward culture, diversity, multiculturalism, (non -) racism/ethnocentrism, and
cultural openness, and these variables may be considered antecedents to this enabler.
McCloskey et al(2010) include cultural openness and opermindedness in their
empirically-driven collection of cross-cultural competencies while McCloskey et a{2010)
and Caligiuri et al. (2011) both stress the importance of positive attitudes or evaluations of
other cultures as an antecedent to culture competency. Hence, given that reasonable
antecedents of Indlisiveness are found in some models, this enabler appears to contribute
to the content validity of the Framework. Inclusiveness could be viewed as an enabler for
C3, Perspective taking and C5, Interpersonal skills.

Inclusiveness was mapped to opemindedness and openness, similarly to
Suspending judgment. As we found for Suspending judgment, there is little empirical
support for this enabler. However, the probable antecedents if this enabler have been
linked to outcome variables, lending Inclusiveness indiret support. For example, Mol et al.
(2005) found a negative relationship between ethnocentrism and performance in a small
sample of studies.
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Emotional resilience

This enabler category includes three elements involving stress and one involving
emotional regulation. E2.1.1Stress resiliendeloleratesemotionally shocking addresses
psychological adjustment, in particular affective responses to cultural stressors that could
be labeled culture shock. Several antecedent individual difference variables can be iped
to contribute to stress reslience, including enabler E2.ZEmotionregulation, coping styles,
pre-sojourn subjective weltbeing, and acculturation attitudesCriterion validity support
for element E2.1.1was garnered fromthe MPQEmotional Sability subscale and the Bid
Neuroticism measure.

E2.1Stress resiliencappears in most of the competency sources employed in the
content analysis and in other theoretical and empirical approaches to overseas adjoent.
However, element E2.1.5tress resiliene Avoids adopting stresgiduced perspectigs that
overly simplify culture placesthis individual difference variable in a causal sequence:

Resilience (lack of)
A Stress (emotion)
A Stressinduced perspective that oversimplifies culture (cognition)

Research has shown that arousal has consequences for cognitive processes such as
perception and decision making (e.g., Ariely & Loewenstein, 2006), so the proposed causal
sequence is plausible. Phrased positively, the endpoint of this causal process would be
Of AET OAET O A 1 OAT AAAhL 108 tottentfodrBDtAidnatiietE Ax 1T £ AO
elementwould fit well in the Cognitive BiasResilience set alongside E1.8uspending
Judgment or it could be considered a competency in GBultural Adaptability. This ine of
reasoning suggests that E2.1.2 should be moved to E1 or C6.

E2.1.3Stress resiliendeéActs as a calming influencean be treated in a similar
manner. The implicit causal sequence is:

Resilience
A Lower emotional reactivity (to a stimulus)
A Calming influence on others

The endpoint of the causal sequence is a social influence or leadership competen
that might belong in the E6Socialinteraction enabler set.

Elements E2.1.2 and E2.1.3 were not successfully mapped to measurable constructs,
S0 no criterion validity evidence is available.

E2.2Emotion regulation, was endorsed by three of our four content sources.
Criterion validation is nearly identical to E2.11:Stresg esiliancefolerance, but we also
mapped it to Big FiveNeuroticism. Research supports the criterion validity of this element.

Seltldentity Resilience

The threeenablers in this set are treated independently in our content and criterion
validity analyses butSeltConfidence and Self Idatity are closely linked. E3.1Self
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confidencewas supported in the content validation and its criterion validity was supported
in metaanalyses reported by Mol et al(2005), Hechanova et al.2003), and Bhaskas
Shrinivas et al.(2005).

E3.2Selfidentity-Maintain personalvalueswas not supported in the content analysis.
txAO ET AEOAAOI U OOCCAOOAA AU - A#i11 OEAU AO Al 8
AOOOEAOOAOGG AT I bA Gihet ehdorsenénts HavdverAtke@dabler hab
been suggested in the civilian literaturgBird & Osland, 2004).

Wewere unable to mapE3.2 toa valid measure Some research has demonstrated a
relationship between seltesteem and influenceability (Rhodes & \WWod, 1992),suggesting
that a strong sense of self will enable an individual to maintain attitudes and beliefs in the
face of social pressureAn antecedent to this enabler may be the cognitive/social style
individual difference variable field independenceor cognitive differentiation (Witkin &

Berry, 1975), a constructthat enjoyed a great deal of research attention in the 1960s and
1970s. Field independent people are able to differentiate themselves from the physical and
social environment better than fidd dependent people, resulting in less conformity in the
social domain (Witkin & Goodenough, 1977) and better perceptual independence in figure
ground style tasks However,to our knowledge no research has been reported that shows a
relationship between resistance to influence or cognitive differentiation and crossultural
performance/adjustment variables.Beyond psychological differentiation, 8 many as 20
cognitive styledimensionshave been identified that have some relationship to culture
competence (Bennett, 2009), suggesting a larger set of possible cognitive constructs that
might affect this and other enablers in the Framework.

The sole criterion support for this element was its relationship to the CCAPA
subscale Based onthe content and criterion validation findings, it appears that this enabler
is not a strong candidate for inclusion in the Framework.

None of ourcontent sources endorsed E3.8ptimismMOEAx O DOT Al AT O AO O
Optimism (Carver, Scheier, & Segerstrom, 2013 related to subjedive well-being as
AOOAOOAA AU 3AEAEAOhK #ADénhtDN Test(BOTYatdEoAigA O3 j p ww
AT 1T O0O0O0AG BXMRAICKGITATAO A o) BdcbOr@ideh andl BecBekEd @ E
(2001) Personal Optimism ScaléPOS) None of these measures has been validated,
however, as required in our current analysisAs used in the Framework, this enabler is a
motivational construct with antecedents in more fundamental personality characteristics
such as need for achievement, sefffficacy, selfconfidence, intellectual ability, as well as
attitudes toward culture or specific cultures. Motivation plays an important role in models
I £ o#h ET DAOOEAOI AO ET # Atldseyfi€idoenaBl®d Al 860 | ¢
E5.2Willingness tcengage We mapped this enabler to SWB and to the LOT and POS scales,
but no criterion research was found. SWB is a component of psychological adjustmentjtso
might be considered a state variable in contrast to the trailike Optimism enabler.

Given these findings,  may be difficult to justify retaining Optimism as an
independent enabler in the Framework.
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Learning Motivation

Enabler E4.1.1is logically linked to competency ClCulture KnowledgeContent
validity was high for this enabler, but we mapped it to several INCA subscales for which no
validity data can be found. Similar to C1, antecedents to this enabler can be identified in
cultural attitudes, intellectual motivation, and metacognition.

Enabler element E4.1.2:earning throughobservation/Sensemakingnotivation (our
term for this element) is represented inCaligfe OOE A O Al 8 8 Qgilitydanilpapq OOCCA
(enabler) OET OAT 1 A A @Ouk btherkdh@ri Valdi&idn$ources did not suggest a
corresponding antecedent variable or competency. This element of Framework enabler
E4.1 stresses the motivation to perform a complex cognitive task, making sense of
unfamiliar cultural characteristics that appear internally inconE OOAT O A&O0T 1 AT 1
perspective.An explanation for cultural inconsistencies can sometimes be identified by
culture experts such as anthropologists and crossultural psychologists. For example,
Taiwanese traditional respect for the elderly,viewed alongside images of elderly men
collecting cardboardon pushcartsto recycle for little compensation,appears inconsistent
to Westerners However, through greater cultural and historical knowledge of Taiwanese
society, the practice can be understood in tersmof Chinese familism and thelight of
unmarriagable veterans of the Chinese civil war who lived out their lives in Taiwan after
1949. We mapped E4.1.2 to several instruments that were found to not be valid and to
Need for Cognition Cacioppo &Petty, 1982). However,we found no evidence relating Need
for Cognition (the Need for Cognition Scale) to crossultural performance/adjustment
criteria.

(@}
O

We suggest that this enabler is moderated by MOS, rank, and assignment to an
extent that it may not be suitablefor the Framework. However, in the context of a
developmental or learning model of 3C, levels of this enabler element may be identified
suitable for a range of military personnel and assignment&4.1.2 may also be considered a
motivational antecedent to #.1.1 and E4.1.3.

Element E4.1.3Continually learns and updates knowledges nearlyindistinguishable
from E4.1.1Gathers and interprets informationLike E4.1.1, its content validity is good but
it could not be assessed empirically.

E4.2inquisitivenessvas endorsedby half of our content validity sources, but is
featured in many models of 3C and intercultural effectiveness. For example, Deardorff
jcnmeq PlI AAAO OAOOET OEOU AT A AEOAIT GAOU6 AO OE
which are behavioral performance criteria.Black, Morrison and Gregersen (1999)
AOOCAI AT AA A EECEI U AEOAOOA DPAT Al KeyE | AT ACAOO
AEAOAAOAOEOOEAO 1 £ A AAEAAGIEESss @dsmdsthighyi AAAAOOe 6
AT AT OO0A A germatibriaEassi§nmirit responsibilities are not the same as global
leadership, it does seem that whether a manager is crossing one country border or many,
ET NOEOEOEOAT AOO EO EAU O OOAAAOOS j P8 pmuQs
inquisitiveness shades into some facets of thBig FiveOpenness factor, which has not been
shown to predict performance (Mol et al., 2005)lnquisitiveness is also related in part to

= ~ s A -

cosmopolitanism (Levy, Beechler, Taylor, & Boyacigiller, 2000 A OAEOEUAT 1 £ OE.
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orientation that includes interest in the world, other cultures, travel, and interrational
events (as well as more complex uses in sociology, political science and philosophy).

Inquisitiveness may be a function of personality and attitudinaintecedents ard
may in turn be an enabler for another enablen,.earning Through Observatiornwhich in turn
would serve as an enabler fothe competencies categorized as Culturgeneral knowledge
as well as other competencies that require information resources. Figuiillustrates one
potential causal sequence for this set of antecedents, enablers, and competencies.

Culture-
Openness General
Knowledae
Multicultural Culture Learning
Attitudes Inquisitive- —>>  Through
ness Observation \
Need for /]\ CORmpet_e.nmes
Cognition Situational & equiring
External Knowledge
Antecedents

Figure3. Inquisitiveness model

Social Interaction

We distinguished three elements in the Social Flexibilit{fE5.1) enabler caegory.
E5.1.1Social flexibility/Seltpresentation was endorsed by three of four sources. &/
mapped it to social skills, seHmonitoring, and extraversion constructs that could be validly
measured with Big Fiveinstruments and the SeKMonitoring Scale(SMS) As noted
previously, social skills, assessed in a variety of ways, are well validat@&ig Five

Extraversion has also been supported in 1 1

A (@005 ingdadr@lysis. Research

employing the SMS has not found reliably consistent relationships with performance

criteria.

E5.1.2:Aility to modify ideas and behaviors and be receptive to new waydicates
cognitive and social flexibility and openness to experienc&hree sources endorsed this
enabler.As noted previously,evidence for flexibility is mixed.Big-5-Openness has been
found to be unrelated to performance. Taken together, there is mixed evidence for the
criterion validity of this enabler element, despite its considerable intuitive appeal.

E5.1.3Ability to compromise implies both general social skills and in some
circumstances, negotiation skill. The content sources endorsed negotiation skills and

QulturalintACOAOET T 6 | OAA

i OA O1 pattialli to &is elenent. AT OE

To the extent that this enabler is linked to social skills, it is supported by criterionvedence.
One way to garner some criterion evidence for this enabler is to look at its antecedents.
Using a laboratory simulation,Imai and Gelfand (2010)iscovered individual difference
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predictors of effective crosscultural negotiations. Theystaged negdiations between

Americans and East Asians, coded the quality of the interactions for cooperative

relationship management behaviors, and related the quality indices tBig Fiveand cultural
intelligence measures.Cultural intelligence predicted some of thenegotiation quality

indices, suggesting the possibility of identifying antecedents to crossultural negotiation
performance, but more direct measures are neededherefore, given that we were unable

to identify a more direct measure of the skill, thiseA AT AO8 O AOEOAOEI T OAI
tentative.

E5.2Willingness to engageras explicitly cited by two of the content sources and is
often endorsed in the civilian literature, as well for example through the construct
cosmopolitanism, discussed previousi, and people orientation (Shaffer, Harrison,
Gregersen, Black & Ferzandi, 2006)Ve made partial mappings of the elementot subscales
of the MPQ and to extraversiorsupporting criterion validity, and to openness, which does
not support it. Hence, the cotent validity of this element is supported but the criterion
OAl EAEOU EO xAAE8 )1 AEOAAOI U OODPDPI OOET ¢ OEA
as extraversion, multicultural attitudes, and social skills, have been well validated against
several criterion variables. It is surprising that a more direct, valid measure of this enabler

has not appeared.
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X.Shortcomings and Limitations of the Content/Criterion Approaches
to Validating the Framework

Shortcomings of the Content Validation Analysis

The content validity approach to assessing the validity of the Framework has
several shortcomings.

Quiality of sources

This approachdepends on the quality of the theoretical, subject matter expert, and
empirically-based competency models or lists on which is based. Each of our sources has
flaws or limitations that lessenits authority. Critiquing these sourcesn depth is outside
the scope of the present reportThe McCloskey et al. (2010) empirical study used a small
sample size and did not adequatelgonsider rank and MOS. The Caligiuri et al. (2011)
theoretical model depended on a competency model that we find unconvincing and
burdened with vague terminology; it does not appear to haveound traction in the
expatriate research community. Military compgetency needs were shoehorned into this
model. The RAND study of Air Force culture competency needs was highly ambitious but
appears to have been grounded in a civilian/expat competency model with inadequate
bottom-up generation of competencies relevant taeployed Air Force personnelThe
Special Operations analysis (Spencer, 2010) relied overly strongly on the cultural
intelligence concept, itself controversial and narrow in scope (e.g., Berry & Ward, 2006).

Insufficient articulation

Whether theoretical or empirical, competency models need to be articulated with
respect to rank, MOS, and assignment. This problem has been recognized, but the
prevailing use of a competency model approach rather than a more difficult and
complicated job analysis approach mainder the development of an articulated model.
Competency models involve KSAOs at a relatively high level of generality that can be,
hopefully, applied adequately across rank, MOS and assignment. Such an approach may be
the most efficient one given trainhg costs and constraintsas well asthe uncertainty
concerning which assignmentand in which culture region, any particular individual will be
assigned. However, the RAND Air Force study revealed a degree of MOS, rank and
deployment location variability that calls into questiona focus on onesize-fits-all general
competencies

Independence of sources

The present content validity analysis of the Framework employed content sources
that were not fully independent. That is, all four sources came from a virteth community of
social scientists whose members shares ideas and reports. Because so few empirical
studies of performance and adjustment in novel cultural contexts have beergormed on
military personnel, the empirical literature is based on expatriate wrkers. This paucity of
appropriate data may lead to the development of unfounded, takefor-granted
assumptions about the necessity of cultureelated competencies that are shared within
this community.
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Problems with selreport data

Two of our four content sources used sefreport information to generate
competency lists or to prioritize competencies. As noted in the previous section with
respect to language competency, these selports are not as convincing as studies that
look at the relationships betveen assessments of competencies or enablers on the one
hand and performance criterion on the other.

Shortcomings of the Criterion Validation Analysis

Mapping competency elements to constructs

Competency models are based on KSAOs that are expected to inseeperformance,
but unlike most of the social science research on expatriate performance/adjustment and
related literatures, the competencies are not phrased in terms of constructs ankey are
not operationalized asmeasures and variablesrendering themapping difficult. Many of
the elementconstruct mappings performed in this analysis were ong¢o-many
relationships, i.e., one elema to more than one constructln some cases, wenay havenot
fully deconstructed a competencyso elements retained more tlan one meaning, leading to
somemany-to-many mappings. In addition to this complexity, some mappings associated
only part of a construct to an element. Altogether, this mapping exercise results in
ambiguity concerning the adequacy of evaluating competendevia familiar constructs. We
discuss some remedies to this problem below.

Mapping enabler elements to constructs

The Framework enablers werecreatedin a manner consistent with a competency
model in that behavioral outcomes are used to describe the enablédowever, in this field,
antecedent or precursor variables are identified from the domain of trait and occasionally
individual difference constructs (plus situational variables, whichare outside our
consideration). Hence, the Framework enablers are, @ sense, precursor competencies
that in many cases can be traced to more fundamental antecedents, as described for many
elements in our discussios| A& A A A E s \Alidifl.iHArceDtbeycan be thought of as
OAT 1 DPAOGAT AU b1 OAT OEAI &) rédttied thah teaditioial@ntgceddnO OOAT h ¢
variables, and had to be mapped against such constructs. As a result, construct analysis of
the enabler elements is subject to the same ambiguities as the competency elements

analysis.

Indirect validation

Because diret measures of most elements do not exist, criterion validation was
performed by examining the extent to which measures of the constructs to which they
were matched had been found to be related to performance or adjustment criteria. This
indirect approach provides more distal and less precise validation information. Most of the
valid measures that we identified to aid in this procedure had been found to predict
adjustment rather than performance criterion variables, whereas the overall thrust of the
Framework is toward performance, not adjustment. (Indeed, perhaps adjustment should
be considered an important andoroad enabler.)
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Conflicting findings

For a few constructs, such as flexibility and tolerance of ambiguity, criterion validity
findings were mixed.Overall, more weight should be placed on metaanalyses when they
disagree with results from individual instruments or subscales. We did not attempt to
precisely weight the strengths of evidence in such cases, however, preferring a verbal
description of the mixed research outcomes.

Weakness of instrument validities

Our logic in the Framework criterion validation approach was to evaluate the
validity of the commonly used instruments prior to using them as evidence for Framework
validity. We were surprised atthe extent to which welkknown instruments were poorly
validated, especially lacking in predictive and concurrent validity studies. We had to reject
several instruments that includedpotentially useful subscales for lack of validity. In many
cases, instrunent validation was confined to construct validity efforts such as MMMT
matrix studies to show convergent and divergent validityOf greatest concern, the criterion
validity information that was available for most instruments was disproportionally based
on psychological and sociocultural adjustment rather than any kind of performance
measures. Hence, our conclusion that a particular eleméntO A OE O A GEBipported AT EAE O
must be tempered by the shortcoming that this support was not necessarily based oreth
needed performance measures.
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Xl. The Framework as a Cro€auiltural Competence Model

Our third approach to evaluating the validity of the Framework is to examine the
adequacy and usefulness of the Framework as a scientific model. In this section, we
compare the Framework to other models used in this fieldind make suggestions
concerning how it could be reframed in a manner more conducive to research and training.

Types of Models in the Crosaultural Competenceliterature

The Framework is a recent attempto organize and understand the large, disparate
literature on 3C and related concetfs. Spitzberg andChangnon (2009) identified five kinds
of models that have appeared in this fieldjeveloped within severalacademicdisciplines as
well as byindividuals who are primarily consultants or professional trainers.Unfortunately,
as models proliferate, comparative testing of these models is not keeping up:

There is almost no empirical work in which the various models that have
been proposed are compared and ted.As a consequence, a leading theory
of intercultural competence is missing (Van de Vijver & Leung, 2009, p. 406).

Causal path modelare among the most commorin the field. Theyare familiar to
social scientists who primarily create models to represernt individual and social processes
andto generatetestable hypotheses. Causal path models represent a linear causal system
that may or may not involve feedbaclpaths; such modelsan usually be tested using
i Ol OEOAOEAOQA 1 AOGET AO®el 'OUGI TOE AIG XA ORAG O CEIGAT EA
Abbe et al. (2007) model of crossultural competence in Army leaders is a causal path
model. The communications researcher TindJ oomey(1999) proposed a causal path model

that is similar to the Abbe et al. modelalbeit somewhat more detailed (see Figuré).

Antecedent Factors Change Process Outcome Factors
Factors
System-Level Factors Managing Culture System-Level
Culture Distance Shock Outcomes
Socioeconomic Conditions M ing Identit Int | Level
Individual-Level Factors —> anaging ldentity —> nterpersonafteve
Change Outcomes
Culture knowledge
Personality Managing New Personal Identity
Interpersonal-Level Factors Relationships Change Outcomes
Adaptive interpersonal skills . .
Contact network support Mar.\agmg Surrounding
Environment

Figue 4. TingToomey (1999) model, abbreviated.

In the 3C field, more modesimodels have been proposethan those ofAbbe et al(2007)
and Ting-Toomey (1999) that are designedto represent a smallerrange of prenomena,for
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Developmentamodelsattempt to represent change in 3C over time, as a function of training,
experience, and personal growth. Perhaps the bekhown developmental modelis
"ATTAOCOEO jpwyeq $AOAIT DI AT OAl )1 OAOAOI OOOAI

(Hammer,2011) was based. Figu&D OAOAT O " AT 1T AOOG8 O 11 AAIT 8

Denial— Defense—> Minimization — Acceptance—> Adaptation — Integration

Ethnocentric Stages Ethnorelative Stages

Figure5. Bennett Developmental Model

The Framework that was evaluated in the present report is a static model, but its goals
involve trainin g and to some extent selection for 3&esearchers concerned with time and
change effectsaddress the U and W-curves of adjustment {Vard et al.,1998), for which

little support has emergedwith the exception of one synthetic metaanalysis on adjustment
of expatriate workers (BhaskarShrinivaset al., 2005).

Adaptational modeldocus on psychological and sociocultural adaptation rather than
performance,often in the context of the experience of migrantsuch as immigrants and
refugees.The mostpopularsuce | T AAT  &Qultutadho® @ddd, €hown in Figureb
(Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedde2006).

Migrant Values Maintaining
Cultural Identity

Yes No
Migrant Values v Intearati Assimilati
Maintaining es ntegration ssimilation
Relationships with
Other Groups No Separation Marginalization

Figure6. Example of an adaptational modeBérryet al., 2006).

Coorientation modelsare representations of interactiveprocesses, often between
host and sojourner individuals.These models may be directed toward describing a
communication or interaction process that is embedded in a larger, perhaps implicit, 3C
model. In this sensesuccessful interaction isnecessary butnot sufficient to meet other
goals.The Framework includes several competencies and enablers involving
communication and social interaction, so models of this type are relevant to the
&OAI Ax1T OEGO 1 AOCAO Ai T AAOI 08

Compositional modelare primarily lists of KSAOghat comprise 3C, usually
organized in logical sets in a way that implies a causal sequenEgure 7 presents a
compositional model. The Framework is bestdescribed asa compositional modelhowever
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it uses behavioral descriptions in the manner ¢ a competency modelrather than

constructs or variable namesto describe the set of desired qualitiesAll of the componens

of the model shown in Figure? are found in the Framework, and in most cases competency
and enabler elements were mapped to theonstructs that appear in this model.

Figure7. Compositional model (Deardorff, 200@bbreviated.

Is aCompositionalModel Desirable for the Framework?

A competency model of 3€an be classified as aompositional model asthe term is
used here. The main distinctiorbetween these two modelss the extent to which
competency models are described in terms of jebelated behaviors versus traditional
constructs and variables, a point thatvas made several times in previous section3he
Framework, as well as other compositional modelss not a scientific model in the sense of
amn-OEAT OU OEAO EO A OOEI bl EEZEAA OADPOAOAT OAQET
Al OOAODPT T AATAA xEOQGE O1T 1T A 1T £ OhklchhGBBROAGHDADEOOE
convenient, manageable, and compact representations of the larger, complex, and mostly
OT ETT x1T OAAI EOUOG j' OAUEATT © 2A01ETh ¢nmmnth D8

Advantages of a competency model

The purpose of the Framework is to guide training, selection and asssment within
the domain of a set of competencies that are expected to increase performance across a
broad range of military, and to some extent civilian, activities and situation& competency
model provides more highly generalizable guidance in this spect than a traditional job
analysis, but both are directed to solving an applied psychology problem rather than to
theory development or testing. Hence, a competency model provides a solution that is more
proximal to the problem at hand. A causal modetn the other hand, is unlikely to be able to
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